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From: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
To: "Kelly, Dennis"
Cc: Merrifield, Campbell; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN


(I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Hunters Point FOSL
Date: Monday, July 21, 2008 11:21:10 AM


Dennis,


It is good to hear from you.  I hope all is well. 


I don't have a problem with you contacting me to discuss Navy policy as it relates to the FOSL, but I have copied
my clients so that they know what I am up to and can participate as they see fit.


John


John M. Cummins
Associate Counsel
Department of the Navy / Treasure Island                                                                                                               
410 Palm Avenue, Bldg. 1, Room 161
San Francisco, CA   94130 
Office: (415) 743-4718
Fax:      (415) 743-4700


-----Original Message-----
From: Kelly, Dennis [mailto:Dennis.Kelly@ttemi.com]
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2008 9:30
To: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Merrifield, Campbell
Subject: Hunters Point FOSL


Hi John, 


Could you send me your business phone number.  The one I have no longer works.  FYI my understanding is that
you would be the appropriate SWDIV POC as counsel for the subject document. <<FOST-FOSL guidance from
4165-66-M_BRRM.pdf>>


We have been contracted to prepare Finding of Suitability for Lease (FOSL) for parcel G (49) at HP and I wanted to
discuss that with you.  As you probably are aware the DoD guidance for FOSLs changed with the publication of
new Base Redevelopment and Realignment Manual (BRRM) which went into effect on March 1, 2006.  That
guidance is pretty sketch and is essentially identical to the new FOST guidance (I attached a copy of it for your
ready reference).  I am looking for an example of a FOSL prepared pursuant to the new guidance that would be an
appropriate template for Parcel G at HP if there is such a thing.  Absent an example, I would like to discuss format
with you. 


Dennis Kelly REA| Director Real Property Services
Direct: 415.222.8210 | Main: 415.543.4880 | Fax: 415.543.5480 dennis.kelly@ttemi.com


Tetra Tech EM Inc.
135 Main Street, Suite 1800 | San Francisco, CA 94105 | www.tetratech.com


PLEASE NOTE: This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside
information. Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this
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message and then delete it from your system.








From: Hill, John M CIV NAVFACHQ, BRAC PMO
To: Banister, Stephen D CIV NAVFAC SW; Brooks, George P CIV NAVFAC SW, PACO; Bui, An H CIV NAVFACHQ,


BRAC PMO; Forman, Keith S CIV NAVFACHQ, BRAC PMO; Hunt, Bob A CTR NAVFACHQ, BRAC PMO; Kayaci,
Hamide; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Konzen, Anthony CTR NAVFACHQ, BRAC PMO; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV
NAVFACHQ, BRAC PMO; Loli, Simon CTR NAVFACHQ, BRAC PMO; Theroux, Debra M CIV NAVFACHQ, BRAC PMO;
Urizar, Lara L CIV NAVFAC SW, PACO; Yantos, Christopher N CTR NAVFACHQ, BRAC PMO; Cummins, John M CIV
NAVFAC SW; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Carsillo, William R CIV NAVFACHQ, BRAC PMO


Cc: Duchnak, Laura S CIV NAVFACHQ, BRAC PMO
Subject: Hunter"s Point Ealry Transfer
Date: Monday, December 12, 2011 2:51:19 PM


All,


I believe you've heard it here first, as so did I just know from the City directly.  The City of san Francisco is no
longer pursuing an early transfer at HPNS.  The very long and arduous ET negotiations of Parcels B&G you have all
participated in and perhaps needed a cocktail or two at the end of a long day of negotiation has ended. 


R/
John


John M. Hill P.E.
Base Closure Manager
NAVFAC HQ BRAC PMO
619-532-0985
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From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Callaway, Rex CIV


NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Bui, An H CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West


Subject: Action Items from HP ET Schedule Meeting today
Date: Thursday, January 21, 2010 1:41:27 PM


Action items from today's meeting.  Please chime in if I missed anything.
------------
Kito: Figure out the TPH in Parcel G issue within 1 week.


Rex and John: Start drafting the CRUP.


Kito: Check RMP schedule with Amy B.


Kito: Check AOC schedule with EPA.


TM:  Validate public items in FOSET schedule


Pato: Send the updated NEPA schedule to steve hall


Kito: Develop a "backside" to the spreadsheet schedule.  The backside shows the big milestones that are key
ASSumptions (e.g., RACR, SUPRs) to the frontside. The new tool will be used starting at the next BCT and
Managers Meetings.


____________________
Thomas L. Macchiarella
Deputy Base Closure Manager
Barbers Point - Hunters Point - Treasure Island
BRAC Program Management Office West
1455 Frazee Rd, San Diego, CA 92108
Voice: (619) 532-0987
Fax:  (619) 532-0983
thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil
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From: Hall, Steve
To: Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: CHANGES TO THE LATEST EARLY XFER SKED
Date: Tuesday, November 6, 2007 2:11:36 PM


Keith said delete the FOSL. An wants the FOSL back in. Please let me
know whether or not the FOSL should be in the schedule.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West [mailto:an.bui@navy.mil]
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2007 12:22 PM
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Hall, Steve
Cc: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW;
Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: CHANGES TO THE LATEST EARLY XFER SKED


Steve,


In addition to Keith's Comment #12 to delete the Parcel B FOSL schedule,
in its place please add the FOSL schedule I've sent you.  Please see in
the attached PDF for Line Items 1436-1440.  Here are timetables for the
AOC and FFA (please amend the current schedule starting on Line Item
241) documents.


Administrative Order on Consent (AOC)


Transferee Draft AOC (20d)
EPA/DTSC/RWQCB Review (20d)
Comment Resolution (10d)
Prepare Final AOC (5d)
EPA/DTSC/RWQCB Review Final AOC (5d)
AOC Execution (3d)
_______


FFA Amendment


Navy Draft FFA (20d)
EPA/DTSC/RWQCB Review (20d)
Comment Resolution (10d)
Prepare Final FFA (5d)
EPA/DTSC/RWQCB Review Final FFA (5d)
FFA Execution (3d)


Thanks.
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An


-----Original Message-----
From: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2007 11:15
To: steve.hall@ttemi.com
Cc: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW;
Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Bui, An H CIV OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: CHANGES TO THE LATEST EARLY XFER SKED
Importance: High


  Steve,


         Here's the changes we need made as a result of this morning's
meeting:


         1.  Fold up all the pre-October 1 2007 dates.  Fold up the
Parcel C, E, E-2 and F schedules. Fold up the Basewide groundwater
schedule.


         2.  For both parcel 49 and B,  start work on the ETCA and the
FOSET   immediately after a draft ROD is issued.


         3.  On the rad survey unit schedules, go ahead and keep the
details for survey unit 10 and 11, but then roll up the package
schedules. For current purposes, we don't need to see that level of
detail in the schedule (and the package review times all show the same
formula).


         4.  On the rad-impacted structures for Parcel B, move B-103 to
the end of the structures and move B-130 to the beginning.


         5.  LI 1400 should start when LI 760 is completed, make this
link.


         6.  LI 1410 should be linked to the start date for LI 760.


         7.  LI 1405-07 should be in DAYS not WEEKS. Once this change is
made, please look at the cascading effects elsewhere.


         8.  LI 1410 should have duration of 4 weeks vice 7 weeks.


         9.  Link LI 1426 to LI 769, not LI 1408.


        10. LI 1441, delete the current predecessor.


        11. To LI 1446, add 1407 as a predecessor and LI 1445 (the
concept here is that the FOSET, ROD and ETCA all need to be done prior
to giving the CDR package to the PMO). Check this logic to be consistent
for Parcel 49 same as for parcel B. Both skeds should have this same
flow.







        12.  Delete the parcel B FOSL, LI 1390- 1398.


        13.  Add back in the Administrative Order of Consent, and ensure
that this is done prior to LI 1446. So, the start of the AOC should
coincide with the Final ROD.


        14.  For LI 1401, add "including cost overrun and liability
insurance".


        15.  For LI 1402, rename to "City of SF Preliminary Cost
Proposal to Navy."


        16.  For LI 1406, add "including cost overrun and liability
insurance".


        17.  After these changes, double check to ensure that the
linkages on Parcel 49 and B are consistent. This includes name changes
and predecessor changes.


        Please let me know when you are ready to send the next iteration
of the schedule. Send to all addressees listed above.


        Thanks in advance,
        Keith








From: Amy Brownell
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Parcel G ROS for review
Date: Wednesday, May 11, 2011 1:52:39 PM


thank you for confirmation about Parcel G - I will send all your and our
edits back to DPW for their review and correction


thank you also for your comment about Parcel B - Melanie and I already
discussed briefly.
I have asked Melanie to coordinate directly with Robert from DPW to get
those lines set exactly as the Navy requires.


I'll let you know when I have the next round of edits for your review.


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


                                                                          
             "Larson,                                                     
             Elizabeth A CIV                                              
             OASN (EI&E), BRAC                                          To
             PMO West"                 "Amy Brownell"                     
             <elizabeth.larson         <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>           
             @navy.mil>                                                 cc
                                                                          
             05/11/2011 01:15                                      Subject
             PM                        RE: Parcel G ROS for review        
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          


Amy,


I talked with Melanie and Keith and was told that they are okay with the
offsets for Parcel G.  They do have a problem with lines 5 and 6 for the
Parcel B parcel.  These lines should be offset the same distance from
the submarine piers as lines 7 and 8.  The areas near the submarine
piers are rad impacted and we have not yet cleared them.


Thanks, Beth
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-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2011 12:29
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Cc: Andrea Bruss; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito,
Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: Parcel G ROS for review


Hi Beth:


friendly reminder - I'm waiting on your confirmation that Melanie and
Keith
have reviewed and agree with the building offsets and other issues.
Once you confirm, I'll get DPW to make the necessary changes.


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


             Amy


             Brownell/DPH/SFGO


             V
To
                                       "Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN


             04/21/2011 08:52          (EI&E), BRAC PMO West"


             AM                        <elizabeth.larson@navy.mil>


cc
                                       "Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E),


                                       BRAC PMO West"


                                       <keith.s.forman@navy.mil>, "Kito,


                                       Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW"


                                       <melanie.kito@navy.mil>, Andrea


                                       Bruss/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV


Subject
                                       RE: Parcel G ROS for review
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                                       (Document link: Amy Brownell)


Beth


as to the first comment about location of Parcel G
you reviewers assumption about it being the northerly parcel is
incorrect.
Parcel G is the southerly Parcel.  There were two sheets that were sent.
On the second sheet - Parcel G fills the page
the northerly parcel is labelled as ROS 5431 (which is Parcel D-2)
this new survey is ROS 6337


Before I send back to DPW for further review and changes (which we agree
are needed) - can you confirm that Melanie or Keith or someone from
environmental has reviewed?  There are some important offsets from
buildings and other features that were agreed to by all the
environmental
team who accompanied the survey crew in field.  We think they have
correctly plotted the parcel based on that site walk but want to make
sure
the environmental team agrees


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


             "Larson,


             Elizabeth A CIV


             OASN (EI&E), BRAC
To
             PMO West"                 "Amy Brownell"







             <elizabeth.larson         <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>


             @navy.mil>
cc
                                       "Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW"


             04/19/2011 08:29          <melanie.kito@navy.mil>, "Forman,


             AM                        Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO


                                       West" <keith.s.forman@navy.mil>


Subject
                                       RE: Parcel G ROS for review


Amy,


Our cadastral did a quick look at the map, and had the following
original comments...


-The map is missing bearings and distances. I am assuming parcel G is
the northerly parcel on the map the lines are darker than the southerly
parcel, there is nothing on the map denoting parcel G.


-Needs a tie to an existing base boundary or ROS, needs coordinates, no
found or set monuments on the map.


-There are street names through the legend, north arrow and ROS title
block.


-The map should have an inset showing the relationship of the parcel to
the base, if most people looked at the parcel they would not have a clue
where this parcel is located.


Please have your folks fix the map prior to further Navy review, we
should not be doing their QC.


Thanks, Beth


-----Original Message-----







From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2011 14:55
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: Fw: Parcel G ROS for review


making sure you received this


let me know if any questions


Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 04/15/2011 02:55 PM -----


             Amy


             Brownell/DPH/SFGO


             V
To
                                       beth Larson, melanie kito, keith


             04/05/2011 12:52          forman


             PM
cc
                                       Andrea Bruss/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV


Subject
                                       Fw: Parcel G ROS for review


Hi Beth, Melanie and Keith:


Can you please review the attached Parcel G Record of Survey with the
appropriate Navy personnel.



mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org





Can you send us your comments by Friday, April 22?


let me know if you have any questions.


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 04/05/2011 12:44 PM -----


             "Lopes, Marilyn"


             <Marilyn.Lopes@sf


             dpw.org>
To
                                       "Bruss, Andrea"


             03/10/2011 02:39          <Andrea.Bruss@sfgov.org>,


             PM                        "Brownell, Amy"


                                       <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>


cc
                                       "Hanley, Robert"


                                       <Robert.Hanley@sfdpw.org>,
"Storrs,
                                       Bruce" <Bruce.Storrs@sfdpw.org>


Subject
                                       Parcel G ROS for review







Good Afternoon,
Attached please find the draft version of the Parcel G Record of Survey.
Notes have been added to aid in your review (they will be removed upon
final submittal).
Please review and let us know your comments.
Thank you very much.


Marilyn Lopes, PLS
Chief Surveyor
City and County of San Francisco
Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping
875 Stevenson St., Room 410
(415) 554-5901 (direct)
(415) 554-5324 (fax)
 (See attached file: ROS 6337 Parcel G-SHEET 1 (18 X 26).pdf)(See
attached
file: ROS 6337 Parcel G-SHEET 2 (18 X 26).pdf)








From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO


West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Kito, Melanie R
CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West


Subject: RE: Yesterday"s HP LTM etc Meeting
Date: Thursday, May 6, 2010 2:06:00 PM


All:


I some additional points/clarifications to add to Thomas' write-up.


1.  Thomas correctly captured the City's reluctance for the AOC to cover long-term O&M.  The primary reason for
their reluctance is their concern about their liability exposure for AOC stipulated penalties over the long haul.  The
City lawyers indicated this was a serious political problem with their senior clients.  The City's preferred approach
would be for the AOC to cover the actual active remediation but then have a separate enforceable O&M agreement
with DTSC that would supersede the AOC and cover long-term O&M.  The City prefers this approach because
DTSC does not include stipulated penalty provisions in its O&M agreements.  EPA indicated that this issue is still
under review by EPA and DoJ.


2.  There was some confusion in DTSC over the relationship between CRUP and Deed land use restrictions vs.
affirmative O&M obligations (such as erosion control, patching weathered asphalt, repairing cracked revetments,
etc.).  By the end of the meeting all understood that these were separate categories of long-term obligations but both
had been addressed in the appropriate RD documents, e.g., the O&M plan and LUC RD.  


3.  Barry's concern about including a mechanism in the deed for releasing deed restrictions when they are no longer
needed for protectiveness may need some further discussion but not much.  We have included such mechanisms in
all of our deeds with land use restrictions that I am familiar with and the LUC RDs also require that we include
release language in the deeds so Barry's concern will be adequately dressed.


-Rex   


-----Original Message-----
From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Sent: Thursday, May 06, 2010 8:22
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith
S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC
SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: Yesterday's HP LTM etc Meeting


Recap of yesterdays meeting.  Rex might say more.


There were a lot of people (north of 20).  I don't know all the names, but they were all reps of EPA, DTSC, Lennar,
City, SFRA.  Waterboard was not there.  There were plenty of lawyers.


Amy and Barry focused the meeting on long term issues.  Barry basically ran the meeting.
It became apparent that the main point of the meeting was for SFRA/Lennar to get a better handle on specific long
term requirements to that they can make better cost estimates for inclusion in the ETCA.


Barry kept pushing that the City is a governmental agency, and attempted to get DTSC and EPA to lower their long
term regulatory approval requirements since the City has permitting controls.  Bob Elliott pointed out that DTSC "is
the top of the [oversight] pyramid" and other layering such as permitting is a bonus, but doesn't relieve DTSC's
oversight role.  Elaine said that the City is not against performing Long Term Ob's, as long as they are paid for it. 
Her worry is that if money isn't fenced off, then resource issues might not allow the City to comply.


Pre Approval:
A few people pointed out that the RMP needs work on clarifying "pre-approved" versus "requires approval"
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actions.  Amy said they tried, and they're working on it, implying that they realize there is still an issue. 


Annual Reporting:
There was general consensous among the agencies (water board was not present) and SFRA that future HOAs (for
residential) and individual land owners (commercial etc) will send annual inspection reports to
SFRA/City/Developer (unclear which) who will then compile, summarize, and forward them to the necessary
parties.  Some percentage of sites, buildings or whatever will be field checked by SFRA/City/Developer.  DTSC's
newest "policy" is to at least annually visually check every site having Controls.  Bob E pointed out that their visits
are not to be used for annual inspections, rather as a check to the responsible party's annual inspections.  Navy
wasn't mentioned in the annual reporting dicussion and we kept our mouths shut.  Ripperda did point out the the
Navy typcially uses annual reports as the basis of 5 year reviews.


Another big ticket item raised by Barry was "how long does the AOC last?"  The point was that he doesn't want the
AOC to be a long term O&M deal (some thought that this was because of the stipulated penalties).  DTSC and EPA
are okay with having a single O&M agreement for both of them to sign.  One idea was to sunset the stip penalties on
O&M at some point in the future.  The issue was not completely resolved.


Future Releases:
Jeff Austin pointed out that the EIR has a residential option on Parcel G, after the stadium and after the
research/industrial options.  So he wondered how the residential use restrictions could be lifted.  Several people
pointed out that the LUC RD discusses this.  Barry said he'd like the deed to say that the Navy will prepare a release
deed once the necessary approvals have been provided.  I read him to mean that he wants a timeclock on the Navy to
provide a release.  (Nobody raised the point that the CRUP would also have to be released.)


Next meeting on RMP is May 11th.
Next meeting on ETCA et al is May 26, 27.


____________________________
Thomas L. Macchiarella, PE
Deputy Base Closure Manager
Barbers Point - Hunters Point - Treasure Island
BRAC Program Management Office West
1455 Frazee Rd, San Diego, CA 92108
Voice: (619) 532-0987
Fax:  (619) 532-0983
thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil








From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV


OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW; Knight, Darren CTR OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO West; Walden, Mark L CIV NAVFAC SW; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV
NAVFAC SW; Ryan.Ahlersmeyer@tteci.com; Slack, Matthew L CIV SEA 04 04N; Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04
04N


Subject: FW: HPS Early Transfer Schedule
Date: Friday, November 2, 2007 1:56:26 PM
Importance: High


 Looks like the last version (less than 24 hours ago) had many errors.  Sorry for having you look at this schedule
several times, but please check your projects again and see if you still have any concerns.  If you don't see any
problems, you do not need to participate in the 1430 conference call today.  The call is mostly intended for the rad
team.


Thanks for your time and patience.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Friday, November 02, 2007 13:10
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N; Dougherty, Bill; Pearce, Ralph E
CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: HPS Early Transfer Schedule
Importance: High


I've posted a new version of the early transfer schedule on the ftp site ftp://ftp.ttemi.com/


The file name is HPS Draft Early Transfer Project Schedule_Ex 110207.mpp This is a Microsoft Project file.


Last night I noticed all the importing, transferring and modifications have resulted in significant changes (errors) to
durations; so I'm QA'ing the schedule and correcting the time periods to match the FFA schedule and restore time
periods. The revised version is corrected for Parcels B and 49. The increased time for the transfer documents
specified by the Navy have increased the lead time required for the Rad work and the ROD to complete the early
transfers.  The current version on the ftp site shows Rad work needs approval by October 20, 2009 for Parcel B, and
by January 30, 2009 for Parcel 49, The ROD for Parcel 49 needs to be moved up to be completed by mid-Jan 2009.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve
Sent: Thursday, November 01, 2007 6:08 PM
To: 'Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW'; 'Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N'; Dougherty, Bill;
ralph.pearce@navy.mil
Subject: Parcel B Early Transfer pdf


I'll post the current complete Microsft Project file on the TTEMI ftp site.
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Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186








From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;


Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel; Bui, An H
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV
NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West


Cc: Hall, Steve -- EMI
Subject: FW: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date
Date: Tuesday, September 2, 2008 5:33:09 PM


 We now know why the City did not flip with the NEPA date since the schedule shows a EIR/EIS to be completed in
Sept 2009 instead of the projected March 2010 date.


Pato - can you see if we can tighten this schedule?


Steve - We need to change the schedule to reflect the new NEPA date.  This will not make the City very happy on
the 15th....


Thanks,


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2008 16:11
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: sheila.roebuck@lennar.com; Elaine Warren; Tiffany Bohee; dcshipman@treadwellrollo.com;
JLTURNROSS@mactec.com; Thor Kaslofsky; Michael Cohen; gordonhart@paulhastings.com; Stephen Maduli-
Williams
Subject: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


Hi Keith and Melanie:


I have discussed with Mayor's Office your current projected transfer date for Parcel G of Feb 2010.


While we will continue working with you to try and discover if there are any schedule efficiencies that can allow the
transfer to happen sooner, we understand that your current scheduling predicts this Feb 2010 date.


Assuming that
   the Parcel G lease (execution in mid Sept 2009) will allow Lennar to
   begin building abatement activities (e.g. asbestos and lead) and
   once the EIR and EIS are certified (end Sept 2009??) that Lennar will
   also be allowed to begin building demolition under the terms of the
   lease


then we are comfortable that this Feb 2010 transfer date for Parcel G can be accommodated in our schedules.


We will be in touch with you very soon to continue working on the schedules to combine the Parcels B and G CDRs
using this Feb 2010 date and making sure the regulators are comfortable with the RACR(s) status to accommodate
this combined CDR.


thanks again,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 910
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San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3964
amy.brownell@sfdph.org








From: Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E


CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


Cc: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN ( I&E ) BRAC PMO
Subject: Hunters Point - dated 07/12/09
Date: Monday, July 13, 2009 12:49:05 PM


San Francisco Chronicle - CA, USA - Sunday, July 12, 2009


Behind the 49ers stadium mess
John Coté, Chronicle Staff Writer


If not for a federal wiretap and a $400,000 bribe to the former governor of Louisiana, the San Francisco 49ers might
have settled into a new stadium here years ago instead of now trying to leave the city where they were born.
Then-team owner Eddie DeBartolo Jr.'s bribe for a riverboat casino license in 1997 threw the 49ers into a two-year
ownership limbo that helped kill a Candlestick Point shopping mall and stadium project that was to host the 2003
Super Bowl.


"If Eddie had not lost control of the team, the stadium project at Candlestick Point would definitely have gone
forward," said former 49ers President Carmen Policy, the team's point man on that deal and now a consultant aiding
Mayor Gavin Newsom's efforts to keep the team from moving.


"The stadium would have been built," Policy said.


Instead, DeBartolo resigned as team chairman, pleaded guilty to a felony and was later given a one-year league
suspension. His sister and brother-in-law, with no previous experience running a pro football team, took over the
49ers. Policy left the team. The stadium project stalled.
That, coupled with the continued deterioration of Candlestick Park and the challenges of building a major venue
along San Francisco's southeastern waterfront, paved the Niners' road south to Silicon Valley, former team officials
and city leaders said.


A 63-year tradition
If the 49ers leave, it would mean the end of a 63-year tradition and the loss of a team that former Mayor now-Sen.
Dianne Feinstein called part of the city's "critical history." The Niners' five Super Bowl wins starting in 1982
provided a rallying point for a city racked by the Jonestown massacre, the assassinations of Supervisor Harvey Milk
and Mayor George Moscone and later the AIDS epidemic.
Owners Denise DeBartolo York, husband Dr. John York and now their son, Jed York - after abruptly pulling out of
a mixed-use development and stadium project at San Francisco's Candlestick Point in November 2006 - say they
hope to move the 49ers to Santa Clara.
How things got to this point is a matter of contention. Some blame Newsom's oversight of the negotiations. Others
say the deal was too complex for the Yorks. The team says the plan was flawed and Santa Clara offered an easier
option.
What's clear, though, is the 49ers had political allies, momentum and the narrow backing of voters in 1997 for a
stadium-shopping mall at Candlestick Point. Although the plan had not been formalized, and skeptics questioned
whether it made financial sense, former Mayor Willie Brown had staked much of his political capital on it.


"The contract would have been signed, and construction would have been under way," Brown said recently. "The
Eddie DeBartolo thing did irreparable damage to the potential for a new stadium."


DeBartolo resigned as team chairman in late 1997 amid the federal extortion investigation involving former
Louisiana Gov. Edwin "Fast Eddie" Edwards. Denise stepped into his role, limiting her brother's power over the
49ers, touching off a dispute that raised the possibility the team would be sold. At the same time, the two siblings
were trying to split the assets of their deceased father's billion-dollar company. After lawsuits and countersuits,
Denise emerged with the team.
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5 Super Bowl winners
Eddie's brash, spare-no-expense approach produced five Super Bowl winners. By contrast, Denise and John were a
reserved couple from Youngstown, Ohio, with no direct ties to San Francisco or its politics.
Denise was seen as an astute businesswoman who was named president of the Pittsburgh Penguins after her father
bought the team in 1991, but she was the antithesis of her brother, who traveled with an entourage in a private jet.
Denise largely avoided the spotlight, telling The Chronicle in 2000 that she shopped at T.J. Maxx and defined
herself first as a wife and mom who bought her own groceries, picked up her children from school and cooked
dinners.
Her husband, Dr. John York, grew up near Little Rock, Ark., the son of a dentist. John was a pre-med major at Notre
Dame and went on to specialize in blood pathology. He set up a lab in 1982 and turned it into a 500-person tri-state
operation before selling it in 1993.
Running the 49ers fell to John York, who was hardly the free-spender or back-slapper DeBartolo was. York quickly
earned a reputation - some say undeserved - for missteps and penny pinching on everything from bottled water to
game balls awarded to the coaching staff.
He can also be socially awkward, with stretches of silence during conversation.


Yorks cautious
Bevan Dufty, a supporter of the Yorks and perhaps the biggest 49ers fan on the Board of Supervisors, described
John York as a bit of an acquired taste.


"My joke about John is he's always better after he's had a glass of wine," Dufty said.


The Yorks, though, were cautious about the stadium-mall deal they inherited, even after they had official ownership
of the 49ers in 2000. The plan already had critics who said it wasn't financially feasible. They hired a project point
man, Peter Harris, who lasted four years. But there was little action.


"They had just taken over the team and were trying to learn how to swim in the waters of the NFL," former 49ers
spokesman Sam Singer said. "Just managing the team was a giant endeavor."


The stadium price tag rose from $325 million to $500 million. Brown, who screamed with joy while swilling
champagne atop a union hall table when the 1997 stadium measures squeaked by, continued to say through 2000
that the mall-stadium project was still a go. Now he says he understands the Yorks' reservations about signing on.


"People don't do that easily. They usually do that when it's their idea, not somebody else's," Brown said. "(The
Yorks) didn't jump feet first into anything."


Team officials declined to make the Yorks available for interviews.


By late 2004 the landscape had changed.


"Across the country, big indoor malls were being replaced with much more pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use
developments," said Michael Cohen, the mayor's economic development director.


Brown was replaced by Newsom who, in October 2004, set a one-year deadline to "get something started" on the
stadium. The team had been losing, and the dot-com bubble bursting had pummeled the regional economy.
All the while, Candlestick Park, built in 1960 and dubbed a "pigsty" by DeBartolo in 1985, degraded. The team
complained of leaks in luxury suites, rusty light towers, clogged drains in concession stands, broken escalators and
elevators, and periodic parking lot flooding.
There are only two older NFL stadiums, but Chicago's Soldier Field and Green Bay's Lambeau Field have recently
had major renovations.
The team and Newsom's administration delved into a project that combined retail, housing and a new stadium at
Candlestick Point. The Niners signed up developer Lennar Corp., which was already working with the city to
develop the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard.
City, team and Lennar representatives met weekly at City Hall for about a year starting in late 2005 to hash out a
plan. Newsom's team thought big, wanting a stadium to be the showpiece of a 2016 Olympics bid.
Then, in November 2006, the team announced they were dropping San Francisco to pursue a stadium in Santa Clara







next to their practice facility.


"We were shocked," Cohen said.


The deal unraveled
Unbeknownst to San Francisco, the 49ers had quietly been in talks with South Bay officials for months before the
announcement, e-mails and documents show.
Singer, now representing Lennar, compared those talks to marital infidelity, although team officials maintain they
were up front about considering Santa Clara as a backup.


So what went wrong?


The 49ers pointed to a host of issues: The project called for a 9,300-space parking garage that was bad for traditional
tailgating. Access was difficult. They questioned whether transportation improvements would get done on time.


"In retrospect, I think the specter of an Olympic bid made them nervous," Cohen said.


John York was concerned an Olympic stadium would distract from what the team wanted to build, said a source
familiar with the talks.
Some of Newsom's City Hall critics say the mayor failed to develop a strong relationship with the Yorks because he
didn't engage them like Brown and other city officials who regularly dined with John York.
Others say the San Francisco deal - a major infrastructure project in a politically charged city - was simply too
complex and carried too much uncertainty for an owner looking to safeguard the family fortune.
Several people familiar with the stadium talks said the Yorks seemed more comfortable in a suburban setting with a
traditional stadium surrounded by parking.
Team officials and city leaders rejected those arguments.
Cohen called it "unfathomable" to suggest Newsom and John York's relationship scuttled the deal.


"This is a business transaction," he said. "Business deals are done all the time by people who don't love each other."


Not about relationships
Larry MacNeil, the 49ers' current chief financial officer, agreed.


"It has nothing to do with personal relationships between Dr. York and Mayor Newsom," he said.


MacNeil also said the argument that John York's suburban background made him skittish was "really silly."


The Yorks hired financial, real estate, environmental and political consultants to work on the proposal, he said.


"John went out and hired the A team to see if this could work in San Francisco," MacNeil said. "That team came
back and said this deal is not going to work."


San Francisco's plan
The San Francisco plan calls for the city to provide the land and Lennar to give the team $100 million for the
stadium and pay for infrastructure improvements, including revamping the Harney Way and Highway 101
interchange that snarls game traffic. Lennar would develop housing, office and retail spaces.
Within months of the 49ers' shift to Santa Clara, Newsom unveiled a plan to move the stadium from Candlestick
Point to Hunters Point for better access. It scaled down the garage and added specialized grass fields for parking that
would double as sports fields.
The 49ers applauded the move, but continued to see access problems and raised concerns about the pace of toxic
cleanup there.
Newsom, with the help of Feinstein and House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, secured an additional $81.6 million in federal
funds that will clean up the proposed stadium plot by fall 2010. Newsom also successfully pushed a 2008 ballot
measure endorsing the development proposal. Jed York, in a May 13 letter, said those efforts were to be
"commended," but added: "The transportation concerns we outlined two years ago remain unresolved."
The city has "done everything they've asked us, but clearly their priority is not to stay in San Francisco, it's Santa
Clara," Newsom said recently on the "Chronicle Live" sports talks show.







Santa Clara's hurdles
Santa Clara's plan is far from ironclad. The $937 million stadium deal still needs an environmental study, approval
from Santa Clara voters next year and financing.


DeBartolo, who declined to be interviewed, said in a statement he hopes the team and fans "get the state-of-the-art
stadium they deserve."
Former 49er safety Dwight Hicks, who played during the team's glory days, was more blunt.


"It would be a travesty for the city to lose the team," Hicks said. "It's the San Francisco 49ers. Enough said."


To read this article on line, please go to:
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2009/07/11/MN6318KCFD.DTL
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From: Schmidt, Robert W CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Parcel G ROS for review
Date: Monday, April 18, 2011 3:29:09 PM


Beth,


A quick look this morning, the map is missing bearings and distances. I am assuming parcel G is the northerly parcel
on the map the lines are darker than the southerly parcel, there is nothing on the map denoting parcel G. Needs a tie
to an existing base boundary or ROS, needs coordinates, no found or set monuments on the map. There are street
names through the legend, north arrow and ROS title block. The map should have an inset showing the relationship
of the parcel to the base, if most people looked at the parcel they would not have a clue where this parcel is located.
They should fix the map prior to the Navy review, we should not do their QC. Looking at the poor quality of this
map I should of reviewed the last ROS that you sent and has since been recorded, when time permits I will also
review that ROS. If there are problems to the older ROS the can do a certificate of correction. It appears HP will be
broken up into multiple parcels, the problem this cause if the surveys are just floating out there like G appears to be
there will be gaps or overlaps in the remaining parcels.


By the way looking at my drawing parcel G appears to be southeasterly of parcel A-1 and northwesterly of Spear
Ave.


Bob


-----Original Message-----
From: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2011 15:06
To: Schmidt, Robert W CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: FW: Parcel G ROS for review


Bob,


What do you know....more things to review!  Hopefully you guys were able to hire help.  Anyway this is the ROS
for Parcel G at HPS.  I'm thinking (there I go again) that this one won't be overly difficult as it is a parcel floating in
the middle of the base and not touching any boundaries or previously completed legals (to the best of my
knowledge).


Let me know when you think you could have this reviewed by.  Obviously the City would like it now...I know that's
not doable.


Thanks, Beth
-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2011 14:55
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: Fw: Parcel G ROS for review


making sure you received this


let me know if any questions


Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
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San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 04/05/2011 12:44 PM -----
                                                                          
             "Lopes, Marilyn"                                             
             <Marilyn.Lopes@sf                                            
             dpw.org>                                                   To
                                       "Bruss, Andrea"                    
             03/10/2011 02:39          <Andrea.Bruss@sfgov.org>,          
             PM                        "Brownell, Amy"                    
                                       <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>           
                                                                        cc
                                       "Hanley, Robert"                   
                                       <Robert.Hanley@sfdpw.org>, "Storrs,
                                       Bruce" <Bruce.Storrs@sfdpw.org>    
                                                                   Subject
                                       Parcel G ROS for review            


Good Afternoon,
Attached please find the draft version of the Parcel G Record of Survey.
Notes have been added to aid in your review (they will be removed upon final submittal).
Please review and let us know your comments.
Thank you very much.


Marilyn Lopes, PLS
Chief Surveyor
City and County of San Francisco
Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping
875 Stevenson St., Room 410
(415) 554-5901 (direct)
(415) 554-5324 (fax)
 (See attached file: ROS 6337 Parcel G-SHEET 1 (18 X 26).pdf)(See attached
file: ROS 6337 Parcel G-SHEET 2 (18 X 26).pdf)








From: Amy Brownell
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW;


Ripperda.Mark@epamail.epa.gov; TLanphar@dtsc.ca.gov
Cc: ersimon@waterboards.ca.gov
Subject: need Letter to NFL/49ers signed by Managers
Date: Wednesday, January 30, 2008 3:08:05 PM


Hi Keith , Melanie, Mark and Tom:


At Michael Cohen's request, I am going to be drafting a letter  to send to
the NFL/49ers that we will need to have signed by Doug Gilkey, John
Chesnutt and Rick Moss that will assure 49ers that all of you would allow
the 49ers to park in the contingency parking areas of Parcels D and E for
12 game days a year under a lease scenario.   It will be very short and
sweet and reference current and past leasing and tenants that have been
allowed to be at the site for the past 30 years.  We need to get this
letter to NFL/49ers no later than middle of next week - I will try to get
draft to you all and Doug, John and Rick - no later than Friday.


As background info and an FYI for you - I will send in two separate emails
- a memo and Parcel 49 summary report and attachments that we have already
sent to the NFL/49ers.  The memo and report and attachments include a full
description of the contingency parking scenario and a map showing the
location of the parking.  This continency parking scenario is just that - a
contingency in case we don't get future funding to make the transfer/early
transfer dates for the parking areas.


call or email if you have questions.


thanks,
Amy


PS Erich - we assume that on this type of issue you would defer to DTSC?
Please let me know if I'm incorrect.
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From: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: "Amy Brownell"
Cc: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Parcel G ROS for review
Date: Tuesday, April 19, 2011 8:29:00 AM


Amy,


Our cadastral did a quick look at the map, and had the following original comments...


-The map is missing bearings and distances. I am assuming parcel G is the northerly parcel on the map the lines are
darker than the southerly parcel, there is nothing on the map denoting parcel G.


-Needs a tie to an existing base boundary or ROS, needs coordinates, no found or set monuments on the map.


-There are street names through the legend, north arrow and ROS title block.


-The map should have an inset showing the relationship of the parcel to the base, if most people looked at the parcel
they would not have a clue where this parcel is located.


Please have your folks fix the map prior to further Navy review, we should not be doing their QC.


Thanks, Beth


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2011 14:55
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: Fw: Parcel G ROS for review


making sure you received this


let me know if any questions


Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 04/15/2011 02:55 PM -----
                                                                          
             Amy                                                          
             Brownell/DPH/SFGO                                            
             V                                                          To
                                       beth Larson, melanie kito, keith   
             04/05/2011 12:52          forman                             
             PM                                                         cc
                                       Andrea Bruss/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV     
                                                                   Subject
                                       Fw: Parcel G ROS for review        
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Hi Beth, Melanie and Keith:


Can you please review the attached Parcel G Record of Survey with the appropriate Navy personnel.


Can you send us your comments by Friday, April 22?


let me know if you have any questions.


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 04/05/2011 12:44 PM -----
                                                                          
             "Lopes, Marilyn"                                             
             <Marilyn.Lopes@sf                                            
             dpw.org>                                                   To
                                       "Bruss, Andrea"                    
             03/10/2011 02:39          <Andrea.Bruss@sfgov.org>,          
             PM                        "Brownell, Amy"                    
                                       <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>           
                                                                        cc
                                       "Hanley, Robert"                   
                                       <Robert.Hanley@sfdpw.org>, "Storrs,
                                       Bruce" <Bruce.Storrs@sfdpw.org>    
                                                                   Subject
                                       Parcel G ROS for review            
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          


Good Afternoon,
Attached please find the draft version of the Parcel G Record of Survey.
Notes have been added to aid in your review (they will be removed upon final submittal).
Please review and let us know your comments.
Thank you very much.


Marilyn Lopes, PLS
Chief Surveyor
City and County of San Francisco







Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping
875 Stevenson St., Room 410
(415) 554-5901 (direct)
(415) 554-5324 (fax)
 (See attached file: ROS 6337 Parcel G-SHEET 1 (18 X 26).pdf)(See attached
file: ROS 6337 Parcel G-SHEET 2 (18 X 26).pdf)








From: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
To: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Arny, Wayne CIV ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC, OASN(I&E)
Cc: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Sienicki, David J CDR (ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC


OASN(I&E)); Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Subject: RE: Hunters Point New Home for the 49ers
Date: Monday, January 8, 2007 9:13:58 AM


Sir,  An additional data point if you receive a call...  Pls ensure they understand that they will need to take Parcel D
and ALL of Parcel E (which includes E and E-2).  Thanks!  Running to a staff meeting.  v/r, kk


-----Original Message-----
From: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Sent: Wednesday, January 03, 2007 4:54 PM
To: wayne arny
Cc: Laura Duchnak ; sienicki; douglas.gilkey@navy.mil; Melanie Ault
Subject: Hunters Point New Home for the 49ers


Mr. Arny,


Our folks met with the City of San Francisco and Lennar last week and were presented the concept of building a
new 49ers stadium on Hunters Point.  The City feels that in order to compete with Santa Clara, it must be able to
show a way forward in San Francisco with construction complete before the 2012 football season.  Over the
holidays, we have been looking at the feasibility of making this happen as it would require conveyance by 2009! 


As you know, there is low level radioactive waste in the storm and sewer lines that would need to be left in place as
it cannot physically be removed to meet the proposed schedule.  Clearly, the regulators would have a significant say
in that.  We also need to converse with RASO and the regulators to determine the appropriate path forward.  We still
have lots of questions regarding how much acreage and the specifics of the transfer.  Regardless, this could be a
golden opportunity to transfer property at HP… 


We are not opposed to this concept, however it would require a great deal of coordination and likely conveyance by
early transfer.  You may receive a call from Senator Feinstein or Gavin Newsome regarding this issue.  We would
entertain any opportunity to facilitate transfer and redevelopment at Hunters Point, however coordination with
multiple interested parties would be necessary for success.


More to come…  v/r, kk
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From: Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito,


Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Votaw, Jill CIV OASN
(EI&E), BRAC PMO West


Subject: Hunters Point Blog 4/26/10
Date: Monday, April 26, 2010 7:13:14 PM


Curbed (blog)Monday, April 26, 2010,


San Jose's Uphill Stadium Battle; Santa Clara's Ready for Niners
Monday, April 26, 2010, by Andy J. Wang


Whoda thunk that with the economy still pushing itself off the bathroom floor that we'd already be planning a game
of new-stadium musical chairs in the Bay Area? For now, even putting aside that Warriors arena in Mission Bay -
there are two others still on the table. The Mercury reports on the "complicated puzzle" that San Jose has to solve in
order to bring the Oakland A's to a spot of land near their train station. There's the fact that Major League Baseball
had previously granted Santa Clara County to the Giants, so an A's move to San Jose would amount to muscling in
on their territory.


But also, half the land San Jose's eyeing for the stadium belongs to private owners, who may or may not end up
holding out for bigger bucks - so there's that headache for the city. Meanwhile, in Santa Clara, a poll shows a wide
lead in "yes" votes for the 49ers stadium (52 percent yes, 36 no). Though the Merc story points to some remaining
unpredictability, it's probably safe to say by now that Lennar can forget about their Hunters Point stadium play.
. San Jose pushing ahead to buy land for A's stadium deal, but costs are climbing [IBA]
. Poll shows Santa Clara stadium measure ahead [Merc]
. The 49ers' Backup Plan Is to Share With the Raiders in Oakland [Curbed SF]
. Lennar's Latest Stadium Images Timed Alongside Santa Clara Fumble [Curbed SF]


To read online:
http://sf.curbed.com/archives/2010/04/26/san_joses_uphill_stadium_battle_santa_claras_ready_for_niners.php
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From: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
To: wayne arny
Cc: Sienicki, David J CDR (ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC OASN(I&E)); Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC


PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: City of SF Memo to Feinstein
Date: Thursday, January 25, 2007 8:38:23 AM


Sir,  We have reviewed the City's memo to Senator Feinstein and have identified 4 concerns which are listed in
Doug's email below.  Most importantly, if we are unable to transfer parcels D and E (incl E-2) in their entirety, there
is no incentive for the Navy.  Carving out the construction footprint would leave the Navy with extraneous property
that would remain on the Navy's records in perpetuity.  To make this work, there needs to be a win for both sides to
attack the tremendous obstacles ahead of us.  v/r, kk


-----Original Message-----
From: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Wednesday, January 24, 2007 4:57 PM
To: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: City of SF Memo to Feinstein


Kimberly,  Doug/Ann/team went through the City memo regarding the 49ers stadium effort and have the following
4 observations.  We are still working on the paper which includes the technical and funding analysis.  Laura 


-----Original Message-----
From: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Wednesday, January 24, 2007 16:37
To: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: City of SF Memo to Feinstein


Laura:
We have reviewed the Memo from the City of San Francisco to Senator Feinstein and have the following concerns:


1.  The City asserts that all radiological contamination would be removed prior to transfer.  While this is our goal,
removal of all contamination in the required timeline may not be physically possible.  If removal is not possible, the
City may need to obtain a license from Nuclear Regulatory Commission for any waste left in place.


2.  The City's current timeline for obtaining the acreage for surface parking is now late 2011.  Our accelerated
cleanup estimate is mid 2012.  This issue will need to be worked.


3.  The City assumes that conveyance of Parcel B could stay on track for 2010.  The effort and funding required to
cleanup and convey Parcels for stadium construction precludes us from all but minimal progress on the remaining
parcels.   We will look at adding Parcel B to the Early Transfer.


4.  The City wants transfer of the stadium and parking footprints only and does not want transfer of the landfill or
adjacent shoreline claiming unique cleanup challenges or uncharacterized sites.  The cleanup issues are well
characterized and consistent across the parcel.  It would be difficult to surgically clean and transfer only the
construction footprint.  Not including these areas in early transfer would likely orphan the parcels with no likelihood
of conveyance in the future.


R/
Doug


Douglas Gilkey, AICP
Base Closure Manager
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Hunters Point - Treasure Island - Barbers Point BRAC PMO West, 1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900 San Diego, CA
92108-4310


619-532-0949 Phone
619-532-0983 Fax
douglas.gilkey@navy.mil








From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV


OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC
PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW


Subject: RE: HPNS Revised AOC. and FFA comments
Date: Monday, November 1, 2010 3:44:40 PM


Ladies and Gents,


Please reply-all if you can't have your AOC and FFA comments complete by this Friday, Nov 5th.


Tx, TLM.


-----Original Message-----
From: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2010 17:07
To: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman,
Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV
OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: HPNS Revised AOC.


Rex, I think this can be on the FFA schedule so maybe comments end of next week?


-----Original Message-----
From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2010 16:57
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E),
BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW;
Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: FW: HPNS Revised AOC.


Doug, etc.


It looks like we all got copies of the revised draft AOC directly from Bob Carr.  I'd be happy to pull together our
consolidated comments on this document.  Doug, what should be our target deadline for internal review and
comment?


-Rex


-----Original Message-----
From: Carr.Robert@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Carr.Robert@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2010 16:40
To: Steinberg, Barry P.
Cc: Amy Brownell; Celena.Chen@sfgov.org; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West;
Elaine.Warren@sfgov.org; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Ericka M. Hailstocke-
Johnson; Schlossberg, George R.; Gordon E. Hart; Joshua A. Bloom; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW;
Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW;
RBrandt@Geosyntec.com; Robert Elliott; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel;
RSteenson@waterboards.ca.gov; stephen.proud@lennar.com; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC
PMO West
Subject: HPNS Revised AOC.


I am attaching a revised AOC which reflects the discussions we had last week.  I have inserted the definitions from
the ETCA draft but am not endorsing the proposed ETCA definitions because I am  concerned that some of the
proposed ETCA definitions create issues for the AOC.  
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Because of all the changes I have not attempted a redline version but perhaps someone with a smarter WP program
can create a version which compares the text on a section by section basis.  I have left in yellow highlights for
sections we have been discussing but they do not reflect new language.
See paragraph 42 for my proposal regarding conditions which are discovered during remediation activities.


My primary concern relates to certain elements of the Special Exclusions definition.  As noted below there are a
number of areas where responsibility cannot be clearly/easily  identified.  Regulatory acceptance of this approach
may require a commitment by the Navy, in the FFA Amendment, to address all contested "Environmental
Conditions" pending resolution of disputes regarding the scope of Environmental Services.


The current draft of the ETCA identifies Special Exclusions which are neither Environmental Services or NRCs.
This adds a layer of complexity because of the way certain of these elements are defined. See highlighted examples


Text is from proposed ETCA


"Special Exclusions" means any of the following:


a.        Activities and associated costs necessary to conduct any additional remedial action required by an
Amendment to, or Explanation of Significance Difference (ESD) from, the Parcels B and G CERCLA RODs, except
to the extent such activities and associated costs are funded by the Environmental Insurance Policies, or except to
the extent attributable to any of the following:


1.        The negligence of the SFRA or any party acting on its behalf, or any failure to perform Long-Term
Obligations;


2.        Requests by the SFRA or other party acting on behalf of the SFRA for modification of a remedial action
selected in the Parcels B and G CERCLA RODs that is not required as a result of a Navy Remedy Failure, or from
the discovery of a Navy Retained Condition or one of the other Special Exclusions identified in paragraphs 2
through 7 of this Section;


Does this mean that activities which fall within the exception are Environmental Services and should be included
within the  AOC scope of work; or are they something else?  
The term "are funded" implies that payment of a claim is dispositive of responsibility.  The regulators must be
satisfied that the required activity will be undertaken without regard to the question of who ultimately pays the cost.


b.        Activities and associated costs necessary to address any Environmental Condition migrating onto Parcel B
from IR Site 25 in Parcel C or an Environmental Condition migrating onto Parcel G from Building 406 (also known
as the IR Site 36 groundwater contamination/treatment area) in Parcel E.
These activities remain the Navy's obligation under the FFA


c.        Activities and associated costs, other than those required to implement the portions of the CERCLA RODs
requiring the rebuilding of portions of the revetment wall on the Parcel B shoreline, necessary to address any
Environmental Condition that has migrated onto Parcel F from Parcel B, except to the extent attributable to any
negligence of the SFRA or any party acting on its behalf.


If migration results from negligent action by SFRA, does this become part of Environmental Services and the AOC?


d.        Any activity and associated cost identified in the Amended Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) as a "Navy
Obligation" or otherwise identified as the responsibility of the Navy.  (Navy Note:  Subject to further review and
reconsideration as FFA amendment requirements are negotiated).


This is a circular definition we have been trying to eliminate for several drafts.


e.        The performance of CERCLA five-year reviews for years 2013 and 2018 for remedies selected in the
CERCLA RODs issued by the Navy.
Navy retained under the FFA







f.        Any activity and associated cost related to an Unknown Condition Discovered Outside the Course of
Remediation that is not funded by the Environmental Insurance Policies, provided the unavailability of insurance
funds is not the result of the failure of SFRA or a named insured (other than the Navy) to comply with the
requirements of the Environmental Insurance Policies.


This seems to be Navy Retained; is it therefore covered by the FFA? As noted above, does the term "funded" by the
insurance policy leave the issue of a timely response unresolved?


g.        (Place holder for any additional exclusions in the insurance policies mutually agreed by Navy and SFRA).


word 2003 version


Robert Carr
415 972 3913
FAX 415 947 3570/71








From: Mower, Tim
To: Ang, Alfonso
Cc: Rathnayake, Dharme; Fenton, Jeffery; Hendry, Ray; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Amy Brownell; Hall, Steve
Subject: RE: Parcel B and G Square Footage
Date: Monday, December 13, 2010 3:30:53 PM


Hi Alfonso,


I agree with the list of building numbers, but not with the areas.  Below is the list of areas, by building.


Parcel B


Bldg 121   14,369 sq ft


Bldg 123   73,875 sq ft


Bldg 146    8,768 sq ft


TOTAL      97,012 sq ft


Parcel G


Bldg 302   30,845 sq ft


Bldg 303    6,185 sq ft


Bldg 304    1,625 sq ft


Bldg 409      244 sq ft


Bldg 439  102,169 sq ft


TOTAL     141,068 sq ft


The main difference is Bldg 123.  Perhaps the polygon you include as Bldg 123 is slightly different.  There is a large
cut-out section on the north wall plus some loading docks that may be part of your larger area.  Also I believe there
is an overhang on the roof which would add to the area if you looked only at an aerial view.  I also noticed the very
small Bldg 409 at Parcel G should be added to the list.


Let me know any questions
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Tim


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside
information. Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this
message and then delete it from your system.


________________________________


From: Ang, Alfonso [mailto:AAng@mactec.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 08, 2010 3:54 PM
To: Mower, Tim
Cc: Rathnayake, Dharme; Fenton, Jeffery; Hendry, Ray
Subject: Parcel B and G Square Footage


Hello Tim,


I just want to clarify the square footage of existing buildings is Parcel B and G that MACTEC and TetraTech will be
estimating the costs of the Vapor Mitigation Systems.  I want to make sure that MACTEC is using the same square
footage as TetraTech to estimate the costs.  Based on the red square ARICs presented during the last BCT meeting,
the building touching an ARIC are:


Parcel B


Bldg. 121 –      14,311 sf


Bldg. 123-      79,974 sf


Bldg. 146       9,172 sf


TOTAL =  103,457 sf


Parcel G


Bldg. 302-      30,918 sf


Bldg. 303-      6,327 sf


Bldg. 304-      1,703 sf


Bldg. 439-      102,294 sf


TOTAL = 141,241 sf
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The square footage for each building was calculated using GIS and existing base maps.  The square footages you
presented yesterday for both Parcels were a different (e.g. lower) than MACTEC’s estimates.  If you agree with
MACTEC’s square footage estimates presented above(total square footages are within ±5% of your estimates),
please let me know.  If not, and in order to pinpoint the discrepancy,  please provide MACTEC with the following:


*       The buildings (e.g. building numbers) and the square footage for each of the buildings that TetraTech has
assumed for the estimation of the Vapor Mitigation Systems.


Thanks.


Alfonso Ang | Senior Engineer


MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.


aang@mactec.com


(415) 278-2108 office


(415) 777-9706 fax


(415) 786-7830 cell








From: Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E


CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


Cc: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN ( I&E ) BRAC PMO
Subject: Hunters Point Clip - dated 07/12/09
Date: Monday, July 13, 2009 12:06:20 PM


San Francisco Chronicle - CA, USA - Sunday, July 12, 2009


49ers need to stay true to San Francisco
Carmen Policy


The 49ers will always be synonymous with San Francisco.


From the gritty, die-hard plays at Kezar Stadium to the absolute football magic the team created at Candlestick Park,
the San Francisco 49ers are inextricably linked to the city by the bay.


San Francisco was the stage where the rest of the world saw Bill Walsh introduce the West Coast offense to
professional football. It's where Dwight Clark made the Catch, where Joe Montana routinely pulled rabbits out of
the hat with seconds left on the clock and where Jerry Rice, Ronnie Lott and Steve Young helped keep our dreams
alive for two decades.


It was on the streets of San Francisco where the team celebrated five Super Bowl victories along with hundreds of
thousands of rabid fans. One must ask: If the team wins another championship, where would they wish to celebrate
their next victory parade? Anywhere other than San Francisco just seems unthinkable - which is why the 49ers
should do everything in their power to stay in the city of their birth.


San Francisco is the team's center in the minds of millions of fans, not only those who live in the city but those
around the Bay Area and across the country. Yes, the Niners have a strong fan base in the South Bay. However, that
is equally true to the north and the east. A stadium accommodates the 49er Faithful to a much greater degree if it is
located in San Francisco - the geographic and spiritual center of the Bay Area - than anywhere else.


The team desperately needs a new stadium, but it must also consider the long-term ramifications of the decisions
made during these trying times. Moving forward because the path is simpler and less challenging should not be the
deciding factor in this process. The ultimate conclusion will determine the location, style, identity and image of the
team and its ownership for generations to come.


A peek into the near future would give us two distinct choices. We could have an iconic structure, positioned to
provide stunning views in the center of a landmark development that is designed to renew and energize a portion of
our community that needs and deserves enrichment. Compare this scenario with a stand-alone building on a parking
lot next to an amusement park with a distended and fractured connection to the world-class city that gave the team
its identity as it became a dynasty during the '80s and '90s. It should be very clear that it is in the best interest of the
49ers to exhaust all possibilities before ignoring the San Francisco alternative.


The city of San Francisco is on the verge of finally fulfilling promises to the residents of the Bayview-Hunters Point
neighborhood through a voter-authorized, mixed-use redevelopment project. This project will create the largest
amount of affordable housing in the city's history, as well as the largest amount of parkland since the opening of
Golden Gate Park. The Niners, who have always acted as a force for good in this community, should be a part of
making these promises a reality. Doing so would not only be a proper "thank you" for the years of support the team
has received, but it would give gravitas to the importance and dignity of an NFL presence in our community.
Goodwill and the awarding of several Super Bowls would be the natural consequence of this combination.


The Hunters Point project will move forward regardless of whether the Niners are focused on playing in another city
and regardless of what happens week to week or headline to headline. The good news is that it remains possible to
keep promises to a neglected community in San Francisco and at the same time find a new home for the team. It's up
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to all of us - fans, Bay Area residents and civic leaders - to make that case directly to the team and keep the San
Francisco 49ers playing in San Francisco.


Carmen Policy, a former president of the 49ers, is a consultant to the city of San Francisco and Lennar Corp. To
comment, e-mail forum@sfchronicle.com.


To read this article on line, please go to:
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2009/07/11/INEF18JUJ8.DTL&type=49ers
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From: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: City of SF Memo to Feinstein
Date: Wednesday, January 24, 2007 4:57:00 PM


Kimberly,  Doug/Ann/team went through the City memo regarding the 49ers stadium effort and have the following
4 observations.  We are still working on the paper which includes the technical and funding analysis.  Laura 


-----Original Message-----
From: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Wednesday, January 24, 2007 16:37
To: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: City of SF Memo to Feinstein


Laura:
We have reviewed the Memo from the City of San Francisco to Senator Feinstein and have the following concerns:


1.  The City asserts that all radiological contamination would be removed prior to transfer.  While this is our goal,
removal of all contamination in the required timeline may not be physically possible.  If removal is not possible, the
City may need to obtain a license from Nuclear Regulatory Commission for any waste left in place.


2.  The City's current timeline for obtaining the acreage for surface parking is now late 2011.  Our accelerated
cleanup estimate is mid 2012.  This issue will need to be worked.


3.  The City assumes that conveyance of Parcel B could stay on track for 2010.  The effort and funding required to
cleanup and convey Parcels for stadium construction precludes us from all but minimal progress on the remaining
parcels.   We will look at adding Parcel B to the Early Transfer.


4.  The City wants transfer of the stadium and parking footprints only and does not want transfer of the landfill or
adjacent shoreline claiming unique cleanup challenges or uncharacterized sites.  The cleanup issues are well
characterized and consistent across the parcel.  It would be difficult to surgically clean and transfer only the
construction footprint.  Not including these areas in early transfer would likely orphan the parcels with no likelihood
of conveyance in the future.


R/
Doug


Douglas Gilkey, AICP
Base Closure Manager
Hunters Point - Treasure Island - Barbers Point BRAC PMO West, 1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900 San Diego, CA
92108-4310


619-532-0949 Phone
619-532-0983 Fax
douglas.gilkey@navy.mil
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From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: CRUP for final chop before sending to DTSC
Date: Thursday, November 18, 2010 8:55:00 AM


Hmm, I'll take a look. I intended to adopt all of JC's comments.  In fact I used his revised document as base
document.


-----Original Message-----
From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2010 17:29
To: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: CRUP for final chop before sending to DTSC


John:


I flagged your unresolved comments in my comments back to Thomas earlier today.  I agree they should be
addressed.


-Rex


-----Original Message-----
From: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2010 17:02
To: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: CRUP for final chop before sending to DTSC


Rex,


I don't have any additional comments.  I noticed that some of my suggestions weren't adopted, but I can't tell why
and there is no explanation in the document.  If you want to talk about any specific issues, please let me know.


John


-----Original Message-----
From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2010 15:14
To: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: CRUP for final chop before sending to DTSC


John: 


I'm hoping you have the time to take a final look, too, before I send it on to Bob E.


-Rex


-----Original Message-----
From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2010 15:11
To: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; 'Thomas Macchiarella'
Subject: CRUP for final chop before sending to DTSC
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Rex,
Here is the CRUP with all comments addressed (assuming that no changes are necessary from Bill's comments, see
my other email today).


Let me know if you see anything odd.  Obviously there are still some holes, nothing major though, just dates and
titles of reports.  And just as obvious, is that we'll need to add description and background of Parcel G once we all
agree that a single CRUP will suffice.


Once you respond, I'll cleanup the redline and notes. Then, I'll send it back to you so you can share with DTSC.


--Thomas.








From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO


West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A
CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW


Subject: RE: HPNS Revised AOC. and FFA comments
Date: Monday, November 1, 2010 6:44:40 PM


The Axis have completed our comments on the AOC.   The German will send out those comments soon.  We will
also have the FFA comments in by this Friday.  I think our comments on the RMP are also due this Wednesday, and
we need to schedule a schedule meeting this week.......


-----Original Message-----
From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Sent: Monday, November 01, 2010 15:45
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith
S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN
(EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: HPNS Revised AOC. and FFA comments


Ladies and Gents,


Please reply-all if you can't have your AOC and FFA comments complete by this Friday, Nov 5th.


Tx, TLM.


-----Original Message-----
From: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2010 17:07
To: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman,
Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV
OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: HPNS Revised AOC.


Rex, I think this can be on the FFA schedule so maybe comments end of next week?


-----Original Message-----
From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2010 16:57
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E),
BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW;
Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: FW: HPNS Revised AOC.


Doug, etc.


It looks like we all got copies of the revised draft AOC directly from Bob Carr.  I'd be happy to pull together our
consolidated comments on this document.  Doug, what should be our target deadline for internal review and
comment?


-Rex


-----Original Message-----
From: Carr.Robert@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Carr.Robert@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2010 16:40
To: Steinberg, Barry P.
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Cc: Amy Brownell; Celena.Chen@sfgov.org; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West;
Elaine.Warren@sfgov.org; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Ericka M. Hailstocke-
Johnson; Schlossberg, George R.; Gordon E. Hart; Joshua A. Bloom; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW;
Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW;
RBrandt@Geosyntec.com; Robert Elliott; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel;
RSteenson@waterboards.ca.gov; stephen.proud@lennar.com; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC
PMO West
Subject: HPNS Revised AOC.


I am attaching a revised AOC which reflects the discussions we had last week.  I have inserted the definitions from
the ETCA draft but am not endorsing the proposed ETCA definitions because I am  concerned that some of the
proposed ETCA definitions create issues for the AOC.  
Because of all the changes I have not attempted a redline version but perhaps someone with a smarter WP program
can create a version which compares the text on a section by section basis.  I have left in yellow highlights for
sections we have been discussing but they do not reflect new language.
See paragraph 42 for my proposal regarding conditions which are discovered during remediation activities.


My primary concern relates to certain elements of the Special Exclusions definition.  As noted below there are a
number of areas where responsibility cannot be clearly/easily  identified.  Regulatory acceptance of this approach
may require a commitment by the Navy, in the FFA Amendment, to address all contested "Environmental
Conditions" pending resolution of disputes regarding the scope of Environmental Services.


The current draft of the ETCA identifies Special Exclusions which are neither Environmental Services or NRCs.
This adds a layer of complexity because of the way certain of these elements are defined. See highlighted examples


Text is from proposed ETCA


"Special Exclusions" means any of the following:


a.        Activities and associated costs necessary to conduct any additional remedial action required by an
Amendment to, or Explanation of Significance Difference (ESD) from, the Parcels B and G CERCLA RODs, except
to the extent such activities and associated costs are funded by the Environmental Insurance Policies, or except to
the extent attributable to any of the following:


1.        The negligence of the SFRA or any party acting on its behalf, or any failure to perform Long-Term
Obligations;


2.        Requests by the SFRA or other party acting on behalf of the SFRA for modification of a remedial action
selected in the Parcels B and G CERCLA RODs that is not required as a result of a Navy Remedy Failure, or from
the discovery of a Navy Retained Condition or one of the other Special Exclusions identified in paragraphs 2
through 7 of this Section;


Does this mean that activities which fall within the exception are Environmental Services and should be included
within the  AOC scope of work; or are they something else?  
The term "are funded" implies that payment of a claim is dispositive of responsibility.  The regulators must be
satisfied that the required activity will be undertaken without regard to the question of who ultimately pays the cost.


b.        Activities and associated costs necessary to address any Environmental Condition migrating onto Parcel B
from IR Site 25 in Parcel C or an Environmental Condition migrating onto Parcel G from Building 406 (also known
as the IR Site 36 groundwater contamination/treatment area) in Parcel E.
These activities remain the Navy's obligation under the FFA


c.        Activities and associated costs, other than those required to implement the portions of the CERCLA RODs
requiring the rebuilding of portions of the revetment wall on the Parcel B shoreline, necessary to address any
Environmental Condition that has migrated onto Parcel F from Parcel B, except to the extent attributable to any
negligence of the SFRA or any party acting on its behalf.







If migration results from negligent action by SFRA, does this become part of Environmental Services and the AOC?


d.        Any activity and associated cost identified in the Amended Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) as a "Navy
Obligation" or otherwise identified as the responsibility of the Navy.  (Navy Note:  Subject to further review and
reconsideration as FFA amendment requirements are negotiated).


This is a circular definition we have been trying to eliminate for several drafts.


e.        The performance of CERCLA five-year reviews for years 2013 and 2018 for remedies selected in the
CERCLA RODs issued by the Navy.
Navy retained under the FFA


f.        Any activity and associated cost related to an Unknown Condition Discovered Outside the Course of
Remediation that is not funded by the Environmental Insurance Policies, provided the unavailability of insurance
funds is not the result of the failure of SFRA or a named insured (other than the Navy) to comply with the
requirements of the Environmental Insurance Policies.


This seems to be Navy Retained; is it therefore covered by the FFA? As noted above, does the term "funded" by the
insurance policy leave the issue of a timely response unresolved?


g.        (Place holder for any additional exclusions in the insurance policies mutually agreed by Navy and SFRA).


word 2003 version


Robert Carr
415 972 3913
FAX 415 947 3570/71








From: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: "Amy Brownell"; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West;


Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com; Urizar, Lara L CIV NAVFAC SW, PACO; Kayaci, G Hamide CTR OASN (EI&E), BRAC
PMO West


Cc: dcshipman@treadwellrollo.com; sreinis@treadwellrollo.com; gejohnson@treadwellrollo.com;
JJFenton@mactec.com; drathnayake@mactec.com; RBrandt@Geosyntec.com; stephen.proud@lennar.com;
JAustin@Geosyntec.com; Suzanne.Hudson@lennar.com; Andrea Bruss; Marilyn.Lopes@sfdpw.org


Subject: RE: Property Survey - Navy please confirm so DPW can proceed with property survey
Date: Monday, December 20, 2010 9:51:00 AM


Amy,


We are okay with the planned parcel boundaries for Parcels B & G.  Please provide us copies of the draft legal
descriptions when they are completed, so that our Cadastral group can review them.


Thanks,


Beth


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Tuesday, December 14, 2010 17:05
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Larson,
Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com; Urizar, Lara L CIV NAVFAC
SW, PACO; Kayaci, G Hamide CTR OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Cc: dcshipman@treadwellrollo.com; sreinis@treadwellrollo.com; gejohnson@treadwellrollo.com;
JJFenton@mactec.com; drathnayake@mactec.com; RBrandt@Geosyntec.com; stephen.proud@lennar.com;
JAustin@Geosyntec.com; Suzanne.Hudson@lennar.com; Andrea Bruss; Marilyn.Lopes@sfdpw.org
Subject: Fw: Property Survey - Navy please confirm so DPW can proceed with property survey


Melanie and Navy folks


I know Melanie is still out of the office - just wanted to make sure this is still moving along


we just need a verification from you that you are OK with the planned location for the survey lines so that DPW can
proceed with survey


don't think this is an Early Transfer schedule driver but wanted to point out that the dates in the Legal Descriptions
section are incorrect because DPW can't start preparing the survey until we get this go ahead from you.


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 12/14/2010 02:42 PM -----
                                                                          
             Amy                                                          
             Brownell/DPH/SFGO                                            
             V                                                          To
                                       melanie.kito@navy.mil,             
             12/02/2010 02:29          keith.s.forman@navy.mil,           
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             PM                        elizabeth.larson@navy.mil, leslie  
                                       lundgren, Lara L Urizar, hamide    
                                       kayaci                             
                                                                        cc
                                       dcshipman@treadwellrollo.com,      
                                       sreinis@treadwellrollo.com,        
                                       gejohnson@treadwellrollo.com,      
                                       JJFenton@mactec.com,               
                                       drathnayake@mactec.com,            
                                       RBrandt@Geosyntec.com,             
                                       stephen.proud@lennar.com,          
                                       JAustin@Geosyntec.com,             
                                       Suzanne.Hudson@lennar.com, Andrea  
                                       Bruss/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV,           
                                       Marilyn.Lopes@sfdpw.org            
                                                                   Subject
                                       Property Survey - Navy please      
                                       confirm so DPW can proceed with    
                                       property survey                    
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          


Melanie, Keith and Beth:


Please see attached maps for your review


Parcel G - the 15 foot offset applies for Bldgs 413 & 414


Parcel G - Morrell Street line is at the line of power poles


Parcel B - the 15 foot offset applies for Bldg 109, 113 and 123


please note - your Parcel B shoreline property boundary that parallels the Quay wall seems to be on a part of the
Quay that might be over the water.
So we are proposing actual line being a little further inland on the existing curb. see attached.  this is curb is what we
identified during the site walk.


We would really like your approval on these lines so that DPW can proceed with the property survey


Can you get me an answer by end of next week?


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


(See attached file: PARCEL_B_NE_ProposedBoundary.pdf)(See attached file:







PARCEL_G_NE_ProposedBoundary.pdf)








From: Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito,


Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Votaw, Jill CIV OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO West


Subject: Hunters Point Clip dated 10/23/09
Date: Friday, October 23, 2009 10:09:22 AM


The San Francisco Examiner - dated 10/23/09


New city in mix to steal 49ers
By: Ken Garcia
Examiner Staff Writer
October 23, 2009 When the San Francisco 49ers unveiled their environmental impact study for a new Santa Clara
stadium recently, they took some blindside hits from transportation planners about the impact the project would
have on local roads and public transit.


Many likened it to a failed end-around. And then this week the San Francisco Planning Department held a hearing
on transportation issues for the proposed Hunters Point/Bayview development that includes new housing, parks,
shops and restaurants - and even the remote possibility that the 49ers would build their stadium there.


So why is any of this important? Another little wrinkle has emerged in the NFL playbook, now that Gov. Arnold
Schwarzenegger is giving his official seal of approval to legislation that would allow a new football stadium to be
built in the City of Industry, and the stadium developer is very anxious to lure a team to a site where transportation
issues are typically moot.


And guess which team is among those on the list?


Developer Jon Semcken said recently that he planned to approach the San Diego Chargers and five other teams to
play in the proposed $800 million, 600-acre stadium 20 miles east of Los Angeles, which is moving along at a much
faster pace than the Santa Clara football arena. He told reporters that he might pursue the 49ers if South Bay voters
don't approve plans for the stadium next year.


In announcing his support for the Industry stadium, Schwarzenegger said that the venue would create jobs and
finally bring a football team back to Los Angeles. The governor told the Los Angeles Times that the team doesn't
necessarily have to come from California - but relocating one would seem to make sense.


The Industry stadium legislation was opposed by San Diego lawmakers who fear losing the Chargers, and likewise a
similar amendment that would have barred the developer from going after either the 49ers or the Raiders was killed,
leaving lots of speculation.


It would seem inconceivable that one of the Bay Area teams would relocate to enemy territory in Los Angeles - but
that was the case for the Raiders when Al Davis moved the team there in the early '80s after getting the city of
Irwindale (which is near Industry) to pony up $10 million for a planned stadium that was never built.


So we know that as NFL stadium deals and team moves go, it's better never to say never.


To read online:
http://www.sfexaminer.com/opinion/columns/ken_garcia/New-city-in-mix-to-steal-49ers--65707147.html#
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From: Arny, Wayne CIV ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC, OASN(I&E)
To: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Cc: Sienicki, David J CDR (ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC OASN(I&E)); Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC


PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: City of SF Memo to Feinstein
Date: Thursday, January 25, 2007 9:07:43 AM


Thank you.  I will get this to senior leadership.


-----Original Message-----
From: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2007 11:38
To: Arny, Wayne CIV ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC, OASN(I&E)
Cc: Sienicki, David J CDR (ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC OASN(I&E)); Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: City of SF Memo to Feinstein


Sir,  We have reviewed the City's memo to Senator Feinstein and have identified 4 concerns which are listed in
Doug's email below.  Most importantly, if we are unable to transfer parcels D and E (incl E-2) in their entirety, there
is no incentive for the Navy.  Carving out the construction footprint would leave the Navy with extraneous property
that would remain on the Navy's records in perpetuity.  To make this work, there needs to be a win for both sides to
attack the tremendous obstacles ahead of us.  v/r, kk


-----Original Message-----
From: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Wednesday, January 24, 2007 4:57 PM
To: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: City of SF Memo to Feinstein


Kimberly,  Doug/Ann/team went through the City memo regarding the 49ers stadium effort and have the following
4 observations.  We are still working on the paper which includes the technical and funding analysis.  Laura 


-----Original Message-----
From: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Wednesday, January 24, 2007 16:37
To: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: City of SF Memo to Feinstein


Laura:
We have reviewed the Memo from the City of San Francisco to Senator Feinstein and have the following concerns:


1.  The City asserts that all radiological contamination would be removed prior to transfer.  While this is our goal,
removal of all contamination in the required timeline may not be physically possible.  If removal is not possible, the
City may need to obtain a license from Nuclear Regulatory Commission for any waste left in place.


2.  The City's current timeline for obtaining the acreage for surface parking is now late 2011.  Our accelerated
cleanup estimate is mid 2012.  This issue will need to be worked.


3.  The City assumes that conveyance of Parcel B could stay on track for 2010.  The effort and funding required to
cleanup and convey Parcels for stadium construction precludes us from all but minimal progress on the remaining
parcels.   We will look at adding Parcel B to the Early Transfer.


4.  The City wants transfer of the stadium and parking footprints only and does not want transfer of the landfill or
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adjacent shoreline claiming unique cleanup challenges or uncharacterized sites.  The cleanup issues are well
characterized and consistent across the parcel.  It would be difficult to surgically clean and transfer only the
construction footprint.  Not including these areas in early transfer would likely orphan the parcels with no likelihood
of conveyance in the future.


R/
Doug


Douglas Gilkey, AICP
Base Closure Manager
Hunters Point - Treasure Island - Barbers Point BRAC PMO West, 1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900 San Diego, CA
92108-4310


619-532-0949 Phone
619-532-0983 Fax
douglas.gilkey@navy.mil








From: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV


OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC
PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW


Subject: RE: HPNS Revised AOC.
Date: Wednesday, October 27, 2010 5:07:00 PM


Rex, I think this can be on the FFA schedule so maybe comments end of next week?


-----Original Message-----
From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2010 16:57
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E),
BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW;
Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: FW: HPNS Revised AOC.


Doug, etc.


It looks like we all got copies of the revised draft AOC directly from Bob Carr.  I'd be happy to pull together our
consolidated comments on this document.  Doug, what should be our target deadline for internal review and
comment?


-Rex


-----Original Message-----
From: Carr.Robert@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Carr.Robert@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2010 16:40
To: Steinberg, Barry P.
Cc: Amy Brownell; Celena.Chen@sfgov.org; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West;
Elaine.Warren@sfgov.org; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Ericka M. Hailstocke-
Johnson; Schlossberg, George R.; Gordon E. Hart; Joshua A. Bloom; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW;
Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW;
RBrandt@Geosyntec.com; Robert Elliott; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel;
RSteenson@waterboards.ca.gov; stephen.proud@lennar.com; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC
PMO West
Subject: HPNS Revised AOC.


I am attaching a revised AOC which reflects the discussions we had last week.  I have inserted the definitions from
the ETCA draft but am not endorsing the proposed ETCA definitions because I am  concerned that some of the
proposed ETCA definitions create issues for the AOC.  
Because of all the changes I have not attempted a redline version but perhaps someone with a smarter WP program
can create a version which compares the text on a section by section basis.  I have left in yellow highlights for
sections we have been discussing but they do not reflect new language.
See paragraph 42 for my proposal regarding conditions which are discovered during remediation activities.


My primary concern relates to certain elements of the Special Exclusions definition.  As noted below there are a
number of areas where responsibility cannot be clearly/easily  identified.  Regulatory acceptance of this approach
may require a commitment by the Navy, in the FFA Amendment, to address all contested "Environmental
Conditions" pending resolution of disputes regarding the scope of Environmental Services.


The current draft of the ETCA identifies Special Exclusions which are neither Environmental Services or NRCs.
This adds a layer of complexity because of the way certain of these elements are defined. See highlighted examples


Text is from proposed ETCA
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"Special Exclusions" means any of the following:


a.        Activities and associated costs necessary to conduct any additional remedial action required by an
Amendment to, or Explanation of Significance Difference (ESD) from, the Parcels B and G CERCLA RODs, except
to the extent such activities and associated costs are funded by the Environmental Insurance Policies, or except to
the extent attributable to any of the following:


1.        The negligence of the SFRA or any party acting on its behalf, or any failure to perform Long-Term
Obligations;


2.        Requests by the SFRA or other party acting on behalf of the SFRA for modification of a remedial action
selected in the Parcels B and G CERCLA RODs that is not required as a result of a Navy Remedy Failure, or from
the discovery of a Navy Retained Condition or one of the other Special Exclusions identified in paragraphs 2
through 7 of this Section;


Does this mean that activities which fall within the exception are Environmental Services and should be included
within the  AOC scope of work; or are they something else?  
The term "are funded" implies that payment of a claim is dispositive of responsibility.  The regulators must be
satisfied that the required activity will be undertaken without regard to the question of who ultimately pays the cost.


b.        Activities and associated costs necessary to address any Environmental Condition migrating onto Parcel B
from IR Site 25 in Parcel C or an Environmental Condition migrating onto Parcel G from Building 406 (also known
as the IR Site 36 groundwater contamination/treatment area) in Parcel E.
These activities remain the Navy's obligation under the FFA


c.        Activities and associated costs, other than those required to implement the portions of the CERCLA RODs
requiring the rebuilding of portions of the revetment wall on the Parcel B shoreline, necessary to address any
Environmental Condition that has migrated onto Parcel F from Parcel B, except to the extent attributable to any
negligence of the SFRA or any party acting on its behalf.


If migration results from negligent action by SFRA, does this become part of Environmental Services and the AOC?


d.        Any activity and associated cost identified in the Amended Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) as a "Navy
Obligation" or otherwise identified as the responsibility of the Navy.  (Navy Note:  Subject to further review and
reconsideration as FFA amendment requirements are negotiated).


This is a circular definition we have been trying to eliminate for several drafts.


e.        The performance of CERCLA five-year reviews for years 2013 and 2018 for remedies selected in the
CERCLA RODs issued by the Navy.
Navy retained under the FFA


f.        Any activity and associated cost related to an Unknown Condition Discovered Outside the Course of
Remediation that is not funded by the Environmental Insurance Policies, provided the unavailability of insurance
funds is not the result of the failure of SFRA or a named insured (other than the Navy) to comply with the
requirements of the Environmental Insurance Policies.


This seems to be Navy Retained; is it therefore covered by the FFA? As noted above, does the term "funded" by the
insurance policy leave the issue of a timely response unresolved?


g.        (Place holder for any additional exclusions in the insurance policies mutually agreed by Navy and SFRA).


word 2003 version







Robert Carr
415 972 3913
FAX 415 947 3570/71








From: Hall, Steve
To: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita
M CIV WEST Counsel; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West


Subject: RE: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date
Date: Wednesday, September 3, 2008 2:44:19 PM


We have the NEPA ROD being finalized 10 weeks after the final EIS in the
current schedule. It's required to be at least 30 days after the final
EIS. With the necessary review times (internal Navy and BCT), 6 weeks
would be the minimum; 8 to 10 weeks is more likely.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:rex.callaway@navy.mil]
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2008 12:58 PM
To: Hall, Steve; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel;
Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


All:


Based on our discussions yesterday, I thought the NEPA ROD deadline was
going to be March 2010?  The critical NEPA deadline for purposes of
conveying title to the property is the NEPA ROD.  It is usually issued
from a few weeks to a few months after the final EIS is published.  If
we are going to complete the EIS on March 2010, then the NEPA ROD will
be completed some time after that then to be followed by conveyance.


-Rex 


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2008 10:05
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Callaway,
Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV
WEST Counsel; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson,
Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
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Subject: RE: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


I'll adjust the EIR/EIS to March 2010.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2008 5:33 PM
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas
L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins,
John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel; Bui, An H CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: FW: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


 We now know why the City did not flip with the NEPA date since the
schedule shows a EIR/EIS to be completed in Sept 2009 instead of the
projected March 2010 date.


Pato - can you see if we can tighten this schedule?


Steve - We need to change the schedule to reflect the new NEPA date.
This will not make the City very happy on the 15th....


Thanks,


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2008 16:11
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV
NAVFAC SW
Cc: sheila.roebuck@lennar.com; Elaine Warren; Tiffany Bohee;
dcshipman@treadwellrollo.com; JLTURNROSS@mactec.com; Thor Kaslofsky;
Michael Cohen; gordonhart@paulhastings.com; Stephen Maduli-Williams
Subject: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


Hi Keith and Melanie:


I have discussed with Mayor's Office your current projected transfer
date for Parcel G of Feb 2010.


While we will continue working with you to try and discover if there are
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any schedule efficiencies that can allow the transfer to happen sooner,
we understand that your current scheduling predicts this Feb 2010 date.


Assuming that
   the Parcel G lease (execution in mid Sept 2009) will allow Lennar to
   begin building abatement activities (e.g. asbestos and lead) and
   once the EIR and EIS are certified (end Sept 2009??) that Lennar will
   also be allowed to begin building demolition under the terms of the
   lease


then we are comfortable that this Feb 2010 transfer date for Parcel G
can be accommodated in our schedules.


We will be in touch with you very soon to continue working on the
schedules to combine the Parcels B and G CDRs using this Feb 2010 date
and making sure the regulators are comfortable with the RACR(s) status
to accommodate this combined CDR.


thanks again,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 910
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3964
amy.brownell@sfdph.org








From: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Pu Communication Plan
Date: Friday, August 22, 2008 11:10:15 AM


All:
I talked to Laura and she agreed that we can continue to handle the Parcel G find the same as Parcel B.  We will
keep the Communication Plan in our back pocket should it be needed in the future.  Thank you for putting this
together.
R/
Doug


Douglas Gilkey, AICP
Base Closure Manager
Hunters Point - Treasure Island - Barbers Point
BRAC PMO West, 1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900
San Diego, CA 92108-4310


619-532-0949 Phone
619-532-0983 Fax
douglas.gilkey@navy.mil


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2008 17:53
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West
Cc: Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: Pu Communication Plan


Gilkeysan and T-Mac,


Attached is the communication plan and the figure for the Pu issue at HPS.  I seems that this situation is the same as
it was for Parcel B:  We tell the regulators that we found Pu at extremely low levels but it is not a big deal.


Melanie
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From: Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV


NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW


Cc: McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: early transfer schedule &
Date: Friday, January 11, 2008 2:53:09 PM


Melanie,


Here are some of my quick thoughts on the City and Lennar's comments.


2nd Bullet - The schedule does not include the Risk Management Plans because they are not Navy documents.  The
City could use the LUC timeline to assist them coordinating with the regulators if they want the RMPs to happen
concurrently with the LUC.  I think we could add a reference to the LUC schedule as the City suggested.


3rd Bullet - I agree that we should wait for John's input.  I wonder how do the ETCA and AOC help support the
FOSET finding that the intended reuse is protective of human health and the environment.


4th Bullet - Please correct me if I am wrong that we are not sending the draft FOSET to the governor for review as
stated in the comment.  The final goes up to the governor as part of the Covenant Deferral Request package.


7th Bullet - I agree that there is no public comment for the CDR.  The public participation occurs at the issuance of
the draft FOSET for public comments.


Thanks.


An 


-----Original Message-----
From: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Friday, January 11, 2008 8:40
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: early transfer schedule &


Melanie,


Please let John Cummins chime in before getting back to the City, however I see no reason why we wouldn't be able
to enter into a LIFOC for those parcels.  John and I discussed the LIFOC the other day and it would be preferable to
only do one, so it would be nice to know what are target areas are so that we don't have to do a follow on FOSL etc
at the last minute.  We also need to look into what would need to be done to meet NEPA.


Beth


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Friday, January 11, 2008 8:11
To: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Bui, An H
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: early transfer schedule &


Thanks.
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One more question.  The City will be meeting with the NFL next Tuesday, January 15th to discuss parking areas. 
The 49ers are hoping to have the parking available by July 2011.  In case we do not get the funding for the parking
lot parcels, can we LIFOC Parcels E and the remainder of Parcel D, so the City can demolish buildings that are not
rad impacted to support the parking lot?  They need to be able to give the NFL a response on Tuesday.  


Please advise.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2008 18:10
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Bui, An H CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: early transfer schedule &


Melanie,


I agree with the comment that all documents supporting the finding in the FOSET must be complete or at least at the
draft final stage (recognizing that the process of responding to comments might result in some revisions) when the
FOSET goes out for public review. 


Is Steve asking whether all completion reports need to be complete when the FOSET goes out for public review?  If
so, I would reiterate the general rule that if the completion report is relied upon in the FOSET to support the finding,
then it should be complete.  Any exceptions could be discussed on a case-by case basis.  I will be out of the office
tomorrow but back in on Monday.


John


John M. Cummins
Associate Counsel
Department of the Navy / Treasure Island                                                                                                               
410 Palm Avenue, Bldg. 1, Room 161
San Francisco, CA   94130 
Office: (415) 743-4718
Fax:      (415) 743-4700


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2008 17:51
To: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Bui, An H
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: early transfer schedule &
Importance: High


 Can you guys help out with this?


Mel


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2008 10:21
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: early transfer schedule &
Importance: High
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Melanie,
I need to know which technical/construction related reports can be completed after the FOSET public comment
period. This is critical. The City comments state that all documents supporting the FOSET must be complete or at
draft final stage when the FOSET goes out for public review. The comments specifies the ETCA, LUC, AOC and
RMP. This implies that all completion reports will also be near completion when the FOSET goes to public review.
The City's modified schedule shows only the UC2 closeout report and the Parcel 49 groundwater treatment going
past the FOSET/transfer documents.


I need a quick response please.


Steve


________________________________


From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Thu 1/3/2008 1:01 PM
To: Hall, Steve
Subject: FW: early transfer schedule &


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2008 12:38
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: early transfer schedule &


OK to talk tomorrow about ET sched timeline but can you call me today about some modified ideas on the
interim/contingency parking solutions so you can start thinking about them?
has to do with the attached map that you sent me in beginning of December vs. just using planned permanent areas
as contingency thx a


             "Kito, Melanie R


             CIV NAVFAC SW"


             <melanie.kito@nav
To
             y.mil>                    "Amy Brownell"


                                       <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>, "Forman,
             01/03/2008 11:51          Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


             AM                        West" <keith.s.forman@navy.mil>


cc
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Subject
                                       RE: early transfer schedule &


Amy,


We are working on that today and will have a better answer for you soon.
Lets talk more tomorrow regarding timeline.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2008 11:01
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: early transfer schedule &


Keith and Melanie:


Happy New Year


are one or both of you around today?
need to talk about your timeline for modifications to early transfer schedule and also a couple of issues related to
contingency or interim parking solution - both issues somewhat urgent because we have promised some info to NFL
reps by Jan 15 and so we need answers from you before then so we can take that info reformat and put in memo
we're writing to them.


please call me at my desk


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 910
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3964
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


(See attached file: parking areas orientation_without topo.pdf)
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From: Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito,


Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Votaw, Jill CIV OASN
(EI&E), BRAC PMO West


Subject: Hunters Point Clip dated 12/23/10
Date: Thursday, December 23, 2010 2:04:17 PM


SFGate.com - dated 12/23/10


49ers to stay at Candlestick until at least 2014


The 49ers will be sticking around San Francisco until at least 2014 under a tentative lease deal hammered out this
week after Mayor Gavin Newsom met with team President Jed York to mend fences, city officials said.


The deal, which still needs the approval of the Recreation and Park Commission and the Board of Supervisors, gives
the Niners more flexibility to pull up stakes and move to Santa Clara but also settles a $60 million maintenance
claim the team had filed against the city, a precursor to a lawsuit.


The 49ers' current Candlestick Park lease expires after the 2012 season. Renewing the lease would mean signing on
for another five years. But the team hopes to move into a proposed stadium in Santa Clara in 2015 and doesn't want
to be on the hook to San Francisco for years of rent for a decaying stadium it's not using.


The new agreement let's the team renew its Candlestick lease for five years starting after this season, but it allows
the team to opt out of the last year, which would be the 2015 season. The Niners would also have the option of one-
year lease extensions every year after that until 2023, when the current lease would have expired.


"It gives us time to remind them that San Francisco loves them," said Newsom, who is pushing through proposals on
multiple fronts in his whirlwind final days before being sworn in as lieutenant governor in January. "We want to
keep them here as long as we can."


The team will get rent credit for completing $6.5 million in lapsed maintenance work over the next two years that
the city was obligated to handle, like repaving the parking lot, flood control work for the lot, replacing seats and
fixing leaks in luxury suites. The team will get an additional $4 million to $6 million in either rent reduction or
credit on the backend of the deal.


The team pays about $6 million a year to the city in combined rent for the stadium, including a cut of parking and
advertising revenue, but had been battling for a decade saying the city has failed to maintain Candlestick as required
under the lease. Periodically, the two sides have reached deals where the team pays to do the work and gets credit
toward its lease. This latest deal comes as the deadline loomed for the team file a lawsuit.


Lisa Lang, a team vice president, said the Niners are "pleased that our negotiations with the City of San Francisco
have resulted in a tentative settlement regarding both our deferred maintenance and our lease extension."


Newsom said the deal helps pave the way for the team to reconsider leaving San Francisco and instead agree to
build a new stadium in a redeveloped Hunters Point Naval Shipyard. That proposal has already received voter and
city approval.


"It gives us some time now to remind them how great the deal is that San Francisco has put up," Newsom said.
"We've got this teed up on a silver platter. ... All they need to do is get building permits."


To read online:
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/blogs/cityinsider/detail?entry_id=79688
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From: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HP Mtg
Date: Tuesday, February 27, 2007 3:06:45 PM


Bad, Michael had all the Lennar folks including counsel there and the regulators brought all their project managers. 
The discussion got into some technical areas.  Some highlights:


1.  Kathleen General Statement - early transfer may be a simpler way to go and the stadium use as better reuse.
2.  DHS and RAD clearance issue - EPA and DTSC still dancing around but agree DHS has a role.  I stated that the
mindset needed to change and recognize that no state guideline exist.  Need to define the DHS and clearance role.
3. City wants Navy to tackle groundwater issues through a TCRA.  I stated that we don't feel a TCRA is warranted
and the timeline would allow the ROD process to define and implement GW remedies.
4. EPA stated that in early transfer they would demand more conservative remedy and expect resources to back that
up.
5. Parcel B - Lots of discussion about the City wanting to define what conditions must be met to be protective and
not seek approval post ROD.  Also how not having this violates the conveyance agreement.  I pushed back and said
that approvals would absolutely be required just like every other base in the country.  DTSC backed this up but EPA
was silent.
6.  Soil Vapor Issue - same discussion about Lennar wanting more data to define exactly where soil gas is an issue. 
EPA said that in other cases the data didn't do any good and DTSC said it may be cheaper to just put in the barriers. 
Lennar and City continued to push.
7.  City still avoiding E-2 and even said that it should be a wetland, meaning excavation.  I held the line of cap and
City taking the property.
8.  City wants to be in front of the Board of Supervisors in a month with a general description on approach.  They
want to use Michaels letter for the approach with comments from us and the regulators.
9.  City also wants a non-legally binding MOU with Navy and regulators defining the framework of the approach
and reiterating commitments.  Mostly to placate the 49ers that everyone is committed.  I have a problem with this
given we have no identified funding support.
10.  EPA wants 2 additional FTE's starting this year to support this effort, one counsel and one to work AOC's
11. Action items include defining the roles on RAD clearance, discussion of GW remedies and approach (RI/FS vs
TCRA), Parcel B AOC that the City will try to draft, more discussion on soil vapor, another more technical meeting
in two weeks to better define the stadium boundaries and next steps.


I think we really need to get a read on what the Navy will say when Boxer/Feinstein/Pelosi push for this to be
funded.  Does Navy support this over other requirements or needs.  I keep taking the line with Michael that more
compromise and the  better the deal for the Navy the more chance for support.  I think he believes the political
pressure will be enough regardless of whether or not it is a bad deal for the Navy.  I will have a response to his letter
for you to review in the next few days.
 


-----Original Message-----
From: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Tuesday, February 27, 2007 14:22
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: HP Mtg


How did it go?
--------------------------
Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld
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From: Hall, Steve
To: McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC


SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman,
Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West


Cc: Cook, Kyle R.; ANDREW.L.LISSNER@saic.com
Subject: RE: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date
Date: Wednesday, September 3, 2008 2:46:26 PM


I'll adjust the HPS transfer schedule to match the NEPA schedule that
Patrick sent.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
[mailto:patrick.mccay@navy.mil]
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2008 1:28 PM
To: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Hall, Steve; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC
SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas
L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta,
Rita M CIV WEST Counsel; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen,
Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Cook, Kyle R.; ANDREW.L.LISSNER@saic.com
Subject: RE: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


Here is the latest detailed schedule, the ROD would be signed around 22
Feb 2010 and Distributed by 1 Mar 2010.


Final SEIS distribution date is 10 Nov 2009. 


-----Original Message-----
From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2008 12:58
To: 'Hall, Steve'; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel;
Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


All:


Based on our discussions yesterday, I thought the NEPA ROD deadline was
going to be March 2010?  The critical NEPA deadline for purposes of
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conveying title to the property is the NEPA ROD.  It is usually issued
from a few weeks to a few months after the final EIS is published.  If
we are going to complete the EIS on March 2010, then the NEPA ROD will
be completed some time after that then to be followed by conveyance.


-Rex 


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2008 10:05
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Callaway,
Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV
WEST Counsel; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson,
Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


I'll adjust the EIR/EIS to March 2010.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2008 5:33 PM
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas
L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins,
John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel; Bui, An H CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: FW: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


 We now know why the City did not flip with the NEPA date since the
schedule shows a EIR/EIS to be completed in Sept 2009 instead of the
projected March 2010 date.


Pato - can you see if we can tighten this schedule?


Steve - We need to change the schedule to reflect the new NEPA date.
This will not make the City very happy on the 15th....


Thanks,


Melanie



mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com
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-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2008 16:11
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV
NAVFAC SW
Cc: sheila.roebuck@lennar.com; Elaine Warren; Tiffany Bohee;
dcshipman@treadwellrollo.com; JLTURNROSS@mactec.com; Thor Kaslofsky;
Michael Cohen; gordonhart@paulhastings.com; Stephen Maduli-Williams
Subject: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


Hi Keith and Melanie:


I have discussed with Mayor's Office your current projected transfer
date for Parcel G of Feb 2010.


While we will continue working with you to try and discover if there are
any schedule efficiencies that can allow the transfer to happen sooner,
we understand that your current scheduling predicts this Feb 2010 date.


Assuming that
   the Parcel G lease (execution in mid Sept 2009) will allow Lennar to
   begin building abatement activities (e.g. asbestos and lead) and
   once the EIR and EIS are certified (end Sept 2009??) that Lennar will
   also be allowed to begin building demolition under the terms of the
   lease


then we are comfortable that this Feb 2010 transfer date for Parcel G
can be accommodated in our schedules.


We will be in touch with you very soon to continue working on the
schedules to combine the Parcels B and G CDRs using this Feb 2010 date
and making sure the regulators are comfortable with the RACR(s) status
to accommodate this combined CDR.


thanks again,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 910
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3964
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
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From: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Bui, An H CIV OASN


(I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: early transfer schedule &
Date: Thursday, January 10, 2008 6:10:08 PM


Melanie,


I agree with the comment that all documents supporting the finding in the FOSET must be complete or at least at the
draft final stage (recognizing that the process of responding to comments might result in some revisions) when the
FOSET goes out for public review. 


Is Steve asking whether all completion reports need to be complete when the FOSET goes out for public review?  If
so, I would reiterate the general rule that if the completion report is relied upon in the FOSET to support the finding,
then it should be complete.  Any exceptions could be discussed on a case-by case basis.  I will be out of the office
tomorrow but back in on Monday.


John


John M. Cummins
Associate Counsel
Department of the Navy / Treasure Island                                                                                                               
410 Palm Avenue, Bldg. 1, Room 161
San Francisco, CA   94130 
Office: (415) 743-4718
Fax:      (415) 743-4700


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2008 17:51
To: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Bui, An H
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: early transfer schedule &
Importance: High


 Can you guys help out with this?


Mel


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2008 10:21
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: early transfer schedule &
Importance: High


Melanie,
I need to know which technical/construction related reports can be completed after the FOSET public comment
period. This is critical. The City comments state that all documents supporting the FOSET must be complete or at
draft final stage when the FOSET goes out for public review. The comments specifies the ETCA, LUC, AOC and
RMP. This implies that all completion reports will also be near completion when the FOSET goes to public review.
The City's modified schedule shows only the UC2 closeout report and the Parcel 49 groundwater treatment going
past the FOSET/transfer documents.



mailto:john.cummins@navy.mil

mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil

mailto:elizabeth.larson@navy.mil

mailto:an.bui@navy.mil

mailto:an.bui@navy.mil

mailto:keith.s.forman@navy.mil

mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com





I need a quick response please.


Steve


________________________________


From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Thu 1/3/2008 1:01 PM
To: Hall, Steve
Subject: FW: early transfer schedule &


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2008 12:38
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: early transfer schedule &


OK to talk tomorrow about ET sched timeline but can you call me today about some modified ideas on the
interim/contingency parking solutions so you can start thinking about them?
has to do with the attached map that you sent me in beginning of December vs. just using planned permanent areas
as contingency thx a


             "Kito, Melanie R


             CIV NAVFAC SW"


             <melanie.kito@nav
To
             y.mil>                    "Amy Brownell"


                                       <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>, "Forman,
             01/03/2008 11:51          Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


             AM                        West" <keith.s.forman@navy.mil>


cc


Subject
                                       RE: early transfer schedule &
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Amy,


We are working on that today and will have a better answer for you soon.
Lets talk more tomorrow regarding timeline.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2008 11:01
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: early transfer schedule &


Keith and Melanie:


Happy New Year


are one or both of you around today?
need to talk about your timeline for modifications to early transfer schedule and also a couple of issues related to
contingency or interim parking solution - both issues somewhat urgent because we have promised some info to NFL
reps by Jan 15 and so we need answers from you before then so we can take that info reformat and put in memo
we're writing to them.


please call me at my desk


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 910
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3964
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


(See attached file: parking areas orientation_without topo.pdf)
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From: Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito,


Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Votaw, Jill CIV OASN
(EI&E), BRAC PMO West


Cc: Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO
Subject: Hunters Point Clip dated 5/23/10 on 49ers
Date: Monday, May 24, 2010 1:46:34 PM


San Francisco Chronicle dated 5/23/10


S.F. on the sidelines: 49ers in the South Bay


Sunday, May 23, 2010


San Francisco should not give up on keeping the 49ers. Even if Santa Clara voters approve Measure J on June 8,
there are plenty of reasons to question whether the team can put together the financing for a $937 million football
stadium next to the Great America amusement park.


"We are of the opinion that it would be so difficult to get that (Santa Clara) project financed and completed unless
two teams go into that stadium ... and we cannot imagine that occurring within any reasonable period of time," said
Carmen Policy, the former 49ers president who now consults for the Lennar Corp., which includes a stadium as an
option for its development of the abandoned Hunters Point Naval Shipyard.


Our preference remains for the 49ers to build a new stadium in the city they have called home since 1946. As a
result, we have chosen not to make a recommendation on Measure J, because an opposing position could be
dismissed as provincial or protectionist - and a supporting position would be encouraging one of the city's most
popular institutions to ignore its still-viable opportunity to stay here.


Instead, our focus is on what needs to be done in San Francisco to keep its options open. On June 3, the city's
Planning Commission is scheduled to review an environmental impact report for Lennar's comprehensive
redevelopment plans to bring housing and commerce to the old shipyard site. One scenario would include a football
stadium, the other would not. The city should keep this plan moving forward.


"We will have a place for them in San Francisco," said Kofi Bonner, regional vice president for Lennar Homes.
Lennar's stadium option would include about 20 acres for the venue itself - which is larger than the Santa Clara site -
in addition to vast parking areas that would have a dual use as recreational fields on nongame days.


If the stadium were not part of the plan, Lennar would build about 1,700 homes on the land, reducing density on the
Candlestick Point part of the development. Because the project is split into phases, Lennar could hold a site for the
stadium until about 2017, Bonner said.


The passage of Measure J would not necessarily put the Santa Clara project on a fast track. The 49ers have promised
that the team and the NFL would directly contribute nearly $500 million toward the stadium - and would cover cost
overruns. But the NFL contribution remains a big if.


In recent years, the NFL has made significant loans to teams building new stadiums - such as $300 million toward a
joint Giants-Jets stadium that is to open in New Jersey this fall - with the repayment coming from the visiting teams'
share of club-seat revenue. But that fund has run dry - and such tapping of ticket revenues is subject to the league's
collective bargaining agreement with the players, which expires next year. Those negotiations are expected to be
intense, with players pushing for a greater share of revenue.


The potential absence of league help is just one of the question marks about financing. NFL teams have also seen a
precipitous drop in corporate interest in purchasing the naming rights to new venues. Also, there is no guarantee that
49ers fans would be willing to shell out thousands of dollars for personal seat licenses - especially if the team were
to encounter losing seasons on the field.
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Jed York, the 49ers president, has suggested that Oakland would be the backup site if the Santa Clara measure is
rejected. Policy scoffed.


"I just don't see the San Francisco 49ers playing in Oakland," Policy said. "I don't think that's a digestible concept."


A shared 49ers-Raiders stadium, which would greatly increase the financing prospects, is highly unlikely under the
term sheet that Santa Clara has presented to voters. The second team would be a tenant of the 49ers, and would not
really experience much of a new stadium windfall. It's hard to imagine that such an arrangement would hold any
appeal for Raiders boss Al Davis.


A new San Francisco stadium would confront some of the same challenges as Santa Clara's plan. But it would also
have distinct advantages, such as the possibility of leveraging federal help for the redevelopment of a Navy
shipyard, recasting the deal as a partnership to increase the odds of a two-team scenario and enlisting more robust
NFL support for a waterfront site in a destination city that could host multiple Super Bowls.


San Francisco is not out of the game yet.


Does Santa Clara plan add up?
Both the 49ers and the elected officials promoting their plan to build a new football stadium in Santa Clara insist
that it is financially sound and poses no risk of becoming a burden to taxpayers. Still, a new stadium authority
owned and controlled by the city would be putting up $330 million that is supposed to be paid back through a ticket
tax and the sale of stadium naming rights, personal seat licenses and concession rights.


Among the question marks:
Revenue projections. Will the stadium authority really be able to raise $330 million to recover its contribution? The
once-booming market for naming rights has vaporized - in fact, new stadiums for the Dallas Cowboys and the New
York Giants and Jets have yet to find a taker. Will 49er fans be willing to shell out thousands of dollars for seat
licenses? If those revenues come up short, the 49ers are supposed to make up the difference, or the project will be
scrapped.


Sales responsibility. As Roger G. Noll, a Stanford economist and one of the leading experts on stadium deals noted
in an Insight piece last week, "A scary feature of the Santa Clara proposal is that it repeats a flaw in the (Oakland)
Coliseum plan: the stadium authority, not the team, will sell the seat licenses."


Redevelopment money. The deal calls for a contribution of $42 million in redevelopment funds. But the state has
just received the legal OK to raid local redevelopment funds. Some or all of that money may not be available.


Parking and traffic. The 49ers are counting on using thousands of parking spaces from nearby businesses. If those
spaces were not available on weekdays, the team said it might need to forgo Monday or Thursday games.


One team or two? Just about everyone agrees the stadium financing would be far easier with two teams. But the deal
is structured to make the second team subordinate to the 49ers. Does anyone seriously believe that Al Davis would
bring his Raiders to Santa Clara in such a situation? Also, would Santa Clara residents embrace the doubling of
stadium impacts during the football season?


To read online:
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2010/05/23/EDS81D45OD.DTL&type=printable


jets.football-news-update.com:
http://jets.football-news-update.com/sf-on-the-sidelines-49ers-in-the-south-bay/
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From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kesler,


Kimberly SES OASN ( I&E ) BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Ault, Melanie A CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


Subject: HPS news clip 15SEP09
Date: Tuesday, September 15, 2009 8:08:28 AM


Monday, September 14, 2009


49ers' stadium passes hurdle, Great America still unhappy
San Francisco Business Times
by David Goll


Plans for a San Francisco 49ers stadium in Santa Clara moved ahead in the
state capital but at least one big issue remains.


A bill by state Sen. Elaine Alquist (D-Santa Clara) to permit the San
Francisco 49ers to bypass Santa Clara's competitive bid requirement in the
construction of their proposed $937 million stadium now awaits Gov.
Schwarzenegger's signature. He has 30 days to sign the bill.


But Cedar Fair Entertainment, owner of the Great America amusement park
adjacent to the proposed ballpark, reiterated its concerns that the stadium
would hurt its business and cut off potential expansion of the theme park.


"Cedar Fair does not believe that the proposed stadium and Great America can
coexist without overcoming significant legal and operational issues," Cedar
Fair attorney Geoffrey Etnire wrote in a Sept. 3 letter to Santa Clara City
Manager Jennifer Sparacino.


Cedar Fair says that even if the team compensates it for money it loses on
game days, it hasn't been sufficiently insulated from a potential loss of
business.


Santa Clara may schedule a vote on a charter amendment next year to allow
the city to drop competitive bids on the stadium project.


Lisa Lang, a 49ers spokeswoman, said HNTB Cos. of Kansas City has already
designed the facility. A partnership of Turner Construction Co. of New York
and Devcon Construction Inc. of Milpitas has been selected to oversee
construction.


Depending on the outcome of next year's election, city and team officials
hope to begin construction in 2012 and have the stadium complete in time for
the NFL's 2014 season.


Besides a $79 million investment from the city - $42 million in
redevelopment agency funds, $20 million from the city-owned utility district
to relocated an electrical substation near the stadium site and $17 million
to build a parking garage - team officials have said they will be
responsible for $825 million in project expenses. A tax will also be levied
on guests at eight hotels in the area surrounding Great America and the
future stadium to raise money for the project.


To read this article on line please go to:
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__________________________________________________________________________


September 14, 2009 


Draft Stadium EIR Comment Period Extended
By Brian K. Miller
GlobeSt.com


49ers Stadium rendering
SANTA CLARA, CA-Monday's deadline for comments on the draft statement on the
environmental impact of a new NFL football stadium for the San Francisco
49ers has been pushed back two weeks. The deadline, now Sept. 28, was
extended in order to give the general public and public agencies more time
to comment, according to the notice issued Friday by the Kevin Riley, Santa
Clara's director of planning an inspection.
Deputy City Manager Carol McCarthy tells GlobeSt.com that the extension was
in response to a couple of agencies that asked for more time to review and
comment on the document. "It's not unusual for an EIR," she says,
"especially when it's large."


The City and the 49ers began concurrently working on a disposition and
development agreement in July. Once the EIR process and the DDA are
completed the city will begin working on the ballot language for a citywide
election in early 2010 that will decide the fate of the $937-million
development deal, which would include approximately $114 million in public
subsidy, 62% of it from the city.


If voters sign off, the new stadium would rise on a 13.5-acre site adjacent
to the city's convention center, the Great America theme park and the teams
existing headquarters and training facility. The stadium would be unique in
that the luxury boxes-approximately 170-would be stacked in an eight-level
building rising behind some 9,000 club seats, whereas most stadiums have a
club and luxury box seating ringing the entire stadium.
If not approved by voters, the 49ers attention likely will shift back to San
Francisco where the city, in partnership with Lennar, wants a new 49ers
stadium at Hunter's Point to replace Candlestick Park. Either way, the goal
is to have the stadium ready for the 2014 NFL season. The team's initial
lease term at Candlestick ends after this season but the team holds three
five-year extension options such that it could continue to play in its
existing stadium through 2023.


The city council signed off on the financing deal for the stadium in June.
The agreement calls for the city to pay for up to $79 million and for eight
nearby hotels to put up an additional $35 million by way of a voluntary room
tax. The team agreed to pay for any construction cost overruns as well as
any operational shortfall.


Per the financing deal, the team will keep all revenue from ticket sales
from games, ad revenue from NFL events, ticket premium fees for suite and
club room use for non-NFL events, and revenue from the team store.The newly
formed Santa Clara Stadium Authority would get revenue from naming rights;
net revenue from concession sales and parking lots; and annual rent payments
from the team that would total roughly $40 million over the life of the
contract, which has an initial lease term of 40 years that may be extended
by an additional 20 years.



http://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/stories/2009/09/14/daily5.html





To read this article on line, please go to:
http://www.globest.com/news/1495_1495/sanfrancisco/181017-1.html
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From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
To: "Hall, Steve"; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;


Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West


Subject: RE: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date
Date: Wednesday, September 3, 2008 3:00:13 PM


Steve, Melanie:


The NEPA documents are not reviewed and commented on by the BCT like CERCLA deliverable documents
required by the FFA and are not subject to FFA schedule/review times.  We should take our direction from Patrick
McCay's schedule.


-Rex


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2008 14:41
To: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV
NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay,
Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


We have the NEPA ROD being finalized 10 weeks after the final EIS in the current schedule. It's required to be at
least 30 days after the final EIS. With the necessary review times (internal Navy and BCT), 6 weeks would be the
minimum; 8 to 10 weeks is more likely.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:rex.callaway@navy.mil]
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2008 12:58 PM
To: Hall, Steve; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita
M CIV WEST Counsel; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


All:


Based on our discussions yesterday, I thought the NEPA ROD deadline was going to be March 2010?  The critical
NEPA deadline for purposes of conveying title to the property is the NEPA ROD.  It is usually issued from a few
weeks to a few months after the final EIS is published.  If we are going to complete the EIS on March 2010, then the
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NEPA ROD will be completed some time after that then to be followed by conveyance.


-Rex 


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2008 10:05
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella,
Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV
NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay,
Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


I'll adjust the EIR/EIS to March 2010.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2008 5:33 PM
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST
Counsel; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: FW: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


 We now know why the City did not flip with the NEPA date since the schedule shows a EIR/EIS to be completed in
Sept 2009 instead of the projected March 2010 date.


Pato - can you see if we can tighten this schedule?


Steve - We need to change the schedule to reflect the new NEPA date.
This will not make the City very happy on the 15th....


Thanks,


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2008 16:11
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: sheila.roebuck@lennar.com; Elaine Warren; Tiffany Bohee; dcshipman@treadwellrollo.com;
JLTURNROSS@mactec.com; Thor Kaslofsky; Michael Cohen; gordonhart@paulhastings.com; Stephen Maduli-
Williams
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Subject: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


Hi Keith and Melanie:


I have discussed with Mayor's Office your current projected transfer
date for Parcel G of Feb 2010.


While we will continue working with you to try and discover if there are
any schedule efficiencies that can allow the transfer to happen sooner,
we understand that your current scheduling predicts this Feb 2010 date.


Assuming that
   the Parcel G lease (execution in mid Sept 2009) will allow Lennar to
   begin building abatement activities (e.g. asbestos and lead) and
   once the EIR and EIS are certified (end Sept 2009??) that Lennar will
   also be allowed to begin building demolition under the terms of the
   lease


then we are comfortable that this Feb 2010 transfer date for Parcel G
can be accommodated in our schedules.


We will be in touch with you very soon to continue working on the
schedules to combine the Parcels B and G CDRs using this Feb 2010 date
and making sure the regulators are comfortable with the RACR(s) status
to accommodate this combined CDR.


thanks again,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 910
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3964
amy.brownell@sfdph.org








From: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date
Date: Thursday, September 4, 2008 11:29:02 AM


Beth / Patrick,


The City has said that the buildings it would demolish under the lease have always been slated for demolition - and
that this isn't changing under the current plan.  This should mean that the planned demolition wouldn't change under
the supplemental NEPA analysis either.  If true, we will probably still be O.K.  That is, we should be able to permit
demolition of structures on Parcel G (or elsewhere) if the environmental impacts of such demolition have already
been considered in the EIS and nothing is changing in this respect under the current plan or what is being analyzed
in the SEIS. 


The EIS clearly had a specific demolition plan in mind when it stated that "Building demolition activities would
generate approximately 79,100 tons  (71,798 metric tons) of solid waste ..."  [See page 4-82].  In discussing this with
Alison Ling and Tom Lundstrom, we would like to verify that the buildings proposed for demolition under the lease
were among the buildings considered for demolition in the EIS.  
  
We should talk to Patrick about how we go about doing this?


John


-----Original Message-----
From: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2008 7:57
To: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: FW: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


John,


Remember the other day when we were discussing NEPA and Demo?  We both had mixed views on what the City
wanted.  Look below at the "Assuming that..." from the city's email.  I think that answers our question, thus we
should probably revisit the issue.


Beth


P.s. Not a high priority in the big scheme of the end of the Fiscal Year and transfer goals;-)


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2008 17:33
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST
Counsel; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Hall, Steve -- EMI
Subject: FW: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


 We now know why the City did not flip with the NEPA date since the schedule shows a EIR/EIS to be completed in
Sept 2009 instead of the projected March 2010 date.


Pato - can you see if we can tighten this schedule?
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Steve - We need to change the schedule to reflect the new NEPA date.  This will not make the City very happy on
the 15th....


Thanks,


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2008 16:11
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: sheila.roebuck@lennar.com; Elaine Warren; Tiffany Bohee; dcshipman@treadwellrollo.com;
JLTURNROSS@mactec.com; Thor Kaslofsky; Michael Cohen; gordonhart@paulhastings.com; Stephen Maduli-
Williams
Subject: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


Hi Keith and Melanie:


I have discussed with Mayor's Office your current projected transfer date for Parcel G of Feb 2010.


While we will continue working with you to try and discover if there are any schedule efficiencies that can allow the
transfer to happen sooner, we understand that your current scheduling predicts this Feb 2010 date.


Assuming that
   the Parcel G lease (execution in mid Sept 2009) will allow Lennar to
   begin building abatement activities (e.g. asbestos and lead) and
   once the EIR and EIS are certified (end Sept 2009??) that Lennar will
   also be allowed to begin building demolition under the terms of the
   lease


then we are comfortable that this Feb 2010 transfer date for Parcel G can be accommodated in our schedules.


We will be in touch with you very soon to continue working on the schedules to combine the Parcels B and G CDRs
using this Feb 2010 date and making sure the regulators are comfortable with the RACR(s) status to accommodate
this combined CDR.


thanks again,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 910
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3964
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
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From: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: Mike Swift - San Jose Mercury News
Date: Thursday, April 19, 2007 10:19:49 AM


 Laura:
I talked with the San Jose Mercury News yesterday.  A summary is below, nothing new, same message.
R/
Doug


-----Original Message-----
From: Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2007 7:43
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Mike Swift - San Jose Mercury News


Please ensure that Laura knows about this.  :)


Melanie Ault
BRAC PMO Coordinator
phone: (619) 532-0768
fax: (619) 532-0995
Privacy Act - 1974 As amended applies.
This E-Mail may contain information which must be protected IAW DoD 5400.11R, and is For Official Use Only


-----Original Message-----
From: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Wednesday, April 18, 2007 16:55
To: Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Cc: Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: Mike Swift - San Jose Mercury News


Melanie:
Mike Swift called about the 49ers deal.  He asked what the status is with the City, What cleanup needs to be done
and what money has been spent.  I answered that we continue to meet with the City and the regulators and that
everything is on schedule.  I explained the RAD, Groundwater, TPH and soil cleanup remaining.  He also asked if
we expect to find unknowns as we clean up.  I explained that there is always that chance but that we have been
sampling and cleaning up Hunters Point for a long time and that we have a very good idea what needs to be cleaned
up.  He asked if Pelosi and Feinstein have been helpful and I said that it is always helpful to have that interest but
that we have also been moving rapidly on our own prior to the 49ers proposal. 
R/
Doug


Douglas Gilkey, AICP
Base Closure Manager
Hunters Point - Treasure Island - Barbers Point BRAC PMO West, 1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900 San Diego, CA
92108-4310


619-532-0949 Phone
619-532-0983 Fax
douglas.gilkey@navy.mil
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From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman,


Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: HPS news clip 21AUG07
Date: Tuesday, August 21, 2007 7:48:34 AM


Lennar BVHP LLC and the SF City and County of San Francisco and liability
by Francisco Da Costa
Monday Aug 20th, 2007 10:10 AM
Bay Area Independent Media


        Again and again I asked during the many times I attended numerous meetings leading the transfer of Parcel A
about liability. Michael Cohen was in charge of this issue and again and again he said that the SF City and County
had a $25 million insurance and that the U.S. Navy too was responsible if any toxic element was found on Parcel A.
Now, we all know that this bluff was to cover Lennar BVHP LLC so that it could wash its hands - and with intent
bombard innocent constituents for the long period ever.


The San Francisco Grand Jury interviewed me a long time ago.


I made sure that I revealed to the Grand Jury all the pertinent information I had at my disposal linked to Parcel A
and the other parcels all very toxic on the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard.


The Hunters Point Naval Shipyard is a Superfund Site. It is considered one of the 10 worst toxic sites in the Nation
and some say in the world.


The San Francisco Chronicle and other main newspapers have not written one single through investigative reporting
on Hunters Point Naval Shipyard.


The SF Chronicle has chosen some drab journalists like M&R to do some gossip pieces that are meant to divert the
attention of the issue at hand. Delve into the Superfund issue, the four months Lennar BVHP had no air monitoring
equipment, the lies Lennar BVHP LLC has been telling and so on. Listen to the real song not the goon Singer.


There are two issues at hand and that is what we must address:


1. Stop the work now and investigate and find out if all the protocols put in place have been followed. The Dust
Mitigation Plan and other instructions given to Lennar BVHP LLC in recent weeks.


2. Test our children, our Elders, to see if the harm they are suffering from is related to the recent excess of toxic dust
and Asbestos structures that have been released in the air. As recent as Thursday and Friday last week - there were
registered levels much above the 16,000 structures - over 30,000 in the Kiska area and over 40,000 by Navy Road.


The San Francisco Grand Jury has a nice report produced a long time ago.


The content is powerful enough for any entity to have been very careful but NOT Lennar BVHP LLC:


http://www.sfgov.org/site/courts_page.asp?id=3708 <http://www.sfgov.org/site/courts_page.asp?id=3708>
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From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito,


Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV
NAVFAC SW; Carsillo, William R CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West


Subject: RE: HPS Draft CRUP for Parcel B ** COMMENTS DUE 15 NOV **
Date: Monday, November 1, 2010 3:56:57 PM


Thomas:


I think we had a good discussion of these issues.  To summarize, the "EPA third party beneficiary" issue has come
up several times over the years at Alameda and HPS.  Bob Carr requested special language to be added to LUC RDs
and CRUPs and, after coordination within PMO among BECs and counsel, we have agreed that it is legally
"doable".  We have agreed to include language in the CRUPS via the HPS LUC RDs.  I'm not sure about the latest
for Alameda. 


I agree that CRUPs should ideally incorporate restrictions developed elsewhere, e.g., general language in RODs,
more specific language in LUC RDs.  However, we have a special circumstance at HPS in that we have not fully
developed the ICs relating to VOC vapor controls as originally planned in the RODs.  Hence, my proposal to
include more specific VOC vapor control IC/EC language in the CRUP. Ideally, we should make similar
adjustments in the RD documents if there is still time and opportunity to do so.


-Rex  


-----Original Message-----
From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Sent: Monday, November 01, 2010 13:10
To: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO
West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins,
John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Carsillo, William R CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Draft CRUP for Parcel B ** COMMENTS DUE 15 NOV **


Thanks Rex. 


One question: When you say we agreed, who is we? BRAC PMO, El Toro Team, HP Team, someone back East?


One comment: I believe you'll agree that the CRUP is driven by other things, and not a vehicle to create new
covenants/restrictions.  Therefore, we should the CRUP, as necessary, based on other vehicles that can and do create
covenants/restrictions.


--Thomas.


-----Original Message-----
From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Monday, November 01, 2010 7:14
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO
West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins,
John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Carsillo, William R CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: HPS Draft CRUP for Parcel B ** COMMENTS DUE 15 NOV **


Thomas:
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Note that I've added some language from Bob Carr about EPA as third party beneficiary that we have agreed to
include in our CRUPs. I also emphasize the importance of fleshing out our vapor barrier ICs to provide for both pre-
construction plan approval as well as post-construction approval prior to occupancy.  Our other CERCLA
documents have not specified this level of detail in anticipation of doing so in the CRUP and deeds.  If we don't
include language addressing these issues, the ICs will not be protective.


-Rex


-----Original Message-----
From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Sent: Thursday, October 21, 2010 16:13
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith
S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN
(EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Carsillo, William R CIV OASN (EI&E),
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Draft CRUP for Parcel B ** COMMENTS DUE 15 NOV **


Folks,


Please review the attached CRUP.  I made my comments on top of Rex's notes.
Keith, please fill in the yellow highlights (except for the future dates of course).


Submit your comments/edits to me by November 15th.  I will setup for the week of Nov 15 in case we need to
discuss a few issues.  Though I don't think it's going to be a big deal to get this thing out the door right after
Thanksgiving to make our Dec 1st due date to the other parties. 


--Thomas.


-----Original Message-----
From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Monday, October 18, 2010 10:36
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO
West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins,
John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: HPS Draft CRUP for Parcel B
Importance: High


Thomas:


John Cummins and I have agreed that I will be counsel lead for coordinating our draft HPS CRUPs and negotiating
with EPA, DTSC, SFRA, etc.  John will be the counsel lead for coordinating and negotiating the deeds.  Of course,
John and I will review and comment on each other's work so we are consistent. 


I understand from Doug that you will be the team's "CRUP shepherd" so I am sending our first draft CRUP for
Parcel B to you with copies to the rest of the team.  After we get this document into shape, we can easily make
another one for Parcel G. 


I've patterned the draft HPS Parcel B CRUP on language used in recent MCAS El Toro and Tustin CRUPs that I am
working on with Bob Elliott so that should help us get on the same page as DTSC.  Also, Gordon Hart has reviewed
our most recent El Toro CRUPs and Barry Steinberg has reviewed our most recent Tustin CRUPs. 


One of the big issues we need to resolve in drafting the CRUP is whether or not the CRUP will incorporate/attach
the RMPs that the SFRA has been working on.  Because we have not objected to them, I have assumed that we plan
to incorporate them into the CRUP so you will see some draft language to that effect.  If this is not the case, please
let me know.  Also, note that I have added some more detail to the VOC restrictions to clarify the review and







approval process for installing appropriate engineering controls for enclosed structures within the "final" VOC
ARIC (after we "shrink" it based upon the VOC soil vapor study).


I'll leave it to you to develop a schedule for developing and finalizing this document.  I hope you will find this draft
to be helpful in getting the ball rolling for another HPS early transfer document! 


-Rex








From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Bui, An H CIV OASN


(I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW


Subject: RE: early transfer schedule &
Date: Friday, January 11, 2008 8:10:52 AM


Thanks.


One more question.  The City will be meeting with the NFL next Tuesday, January 15th to discuss parking areas. 
The 49ers are hoping to have the parking available by July 2011.  In case we do not get the funding for the parking
lot parcels, can we LIFOC Parcels E and the remainder of Parcel D, so the City can demolish buildings that are not
rad impacted to support the parking lot?  They need to be able to give the NFL a response on Tuesday.  


Please advise.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2008 18:10
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Bui, An H CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: early transfer schedule &


Melanie,


I agree with the comment that all documents supporting the finding in the FOSET must be complete or at least at the
draft final stage (recognizing that the process of responding to comments might result in some revisions) when the
FOSET goes out for public review. 


Is Steve asking whether all completion reports need to be complete when the FOSET goes out for public review?  If
so, I would reiterate the general rule that if the completion report is relied upon in the FOSET to support the finding,
then it should be complete.  Any exceptions could be discussed on a case-by case basis.  I will be out of the office
tomorrow but back in on Monday.


John


John M. Cummins
Associate Counsel
Department of the Navy / Treasure Island                                                                                                               
410 Palm Avenue, Bldg. 1, Room 161
San Francisco, CA   94130 
Office: (415) 743-4718
Fax:      (415) 743-4700


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2008 17:51
To: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Bui, An H
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: early transfer schedule &
Importance: High


 Can you guys help out with this?
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Mel


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2008 10:21
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: early transfer schedule &
Importance: High


Melanie,
I need to know which technical/construction related reports can be completed after the FOSET public comment
period. This is critical. The City comments state that all documents supporting the FOSET must be complete or at
draft final stage when the FOSET goes out for public review. The comments specifies the ETCA, LUC, AOC and
RMP. This implies that all completion reports will also be near completion when the FOSET goes to public review.
The City's modified schedule shows only the UC2 closeout report and the Parcel 49 groundwater treatment going
past the FOSET/transfer documents.


I need a quick response please.


Steve


________________________________


From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Thu 1/3/2008 1:01 PM
To: Hall, Steve
Subject: FW: early transfer schedule &


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2008 12:38
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: early transfer schedule &


OK to talk tomorrow about ET sched timeline but can you call me today about some modified ideas on the
interim/contingency parking solutions so you can start thinking about them?
has to do with the attached map that you sent me in beginning of December vs. just using planned permanent areas
as contingency thx a


             "Kito, Melanie R


             CIV NAVFAC SW"


             <melanie.kito@nav
To
             y.mil>                    "Amy Brownell"


                                       <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>, "Forman,
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             01/03/2008 11:51          Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


             AM                        West" <keith.s.forman@navy.mil>


cc


Subject
                                       RE: early transfer schedule &


Amy,


We are working on that today and will have a better answer for you soon.
Lets talk more tomorrow regarding timeline.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2008 11:01
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: early transfer schedule &


Keith and Melanie:


Happy New Year


are one or both of you around today?
need to talk about your timeline for modifications to early transfer schedule and also a couple of issues related to
contingency or interim parking solution - both issues somewhat urgent because we have promised some info to NFL
reps by Jan 15 and so we need answers from you before then so we can take that info reformat and put in memo
we're writing to them.


please call me at my desk


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
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1390 Market St., Suite 910
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3964
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


(See attached file: parking areas orientation_without topo.pdf)








From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman,


Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Subject: HPS news clip 24APR07
Date: Tuesday, April 24, 2007 8:05:54 AM


S.F. staying in game to keep 49ers 
BUT SITE IN SANTA CLARA REMAINS `PRIMARY FOCUS,' TEAM SAYS


By Mike Swift and Julie Patel
SanJose Mercury News
04/23/2007
In a city where politicians are often as unified as a bag of cats, Aaron Peskin thought just a few months ago that
plans to rebuild San Francisco's southeast bayfront around a new 49ers stadium were pretty much dead.


Not anymore.
"It is remarkable," Peskin, president of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, said of the momentum for plans to
rebuild Hunters Point and Candlestick Point into the waterfront neighborhood for thousands of homes, several
hundred acres of bayfront parkland - and a 49ers stadium. "There's always controversy, but I think the city family is
pretty darned much on the same page."


San Francisco's show of unity about bringing the 49ers to Hunters Point comes at a pivotal moment for the team's
stadium bid in Santa Clara. The 49ers on Tuesday will show the public the first significant details on how they
would finance a $950 million stadium near the Great America theme park, and how much they would ask the city of
Santa Clara to contribute.


Courting Santa Clara
Halfway through what is supposed to be a six-month courtship between Santa Clara and the storied NFL franchise,
the team says Santa Clara remains the "primary focus." But even as the team last week redoubled its direct appeals
to Santa Clarans - distributing a glossy flier that touted the team's civic and economic benefits and inviting residents
to upcoming "neighborhood chats" about the stadium - there's no clear indication yet that the 49ers and the city are
headed for the altar.


City staff members are wary about a suggestion to tap the Santa Clara electric utility's reserve funds to help finance
the stadium. No Santa Clara political leader has emerged as an unequivocal stadium champion. For many residents,
information trickling out about the stadium and the city's possible financial role is only raising questions, including
why the city should spend money on the stadium instead of other programs and services. Meanwhile, San Francisco
is working to keep the 49ers after the team scuttled plans for a stadium at Candlestick Point last fall following a
decade of delays.


"Let's be clear, the city of Santa Clara is and remains the 49ers' primary focus," 49ers spokesman Pete Hillan said
Friday, but he added that "the 49ers will continue to work with the city of San Francisco as they move forward on
plans for the Hunters Point area."


The 49ers refused to discuss the details of Tuesday's presentation, but the team has told Santa Clara leaders that the
proposal will include the cost of building and operating the stadium, stadium revenues, information about game-day
transportation and a general update on the team's research so far. The team is expected to ask Santa Clara to
contribute about $180 million.


The city will have to determine the source of that contribution, team officials say, but the 49ers are expected to offer
about 10 possibilities in May.


In recent weeks, Santa Clara stadium opponents have become increasingly vocal. Certain funding scenarios, such as
tapping the city's utility reserves, would almost certainly require voter approval, and even if they don't, residents -
who have been writing letters to the editor and attending meetings on the issue by the dozens - may start a ballot
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initiative. Time is short if the city council wants to place a resolution on the November ballot: the deadline is Aug.
10 to file a question with Santa Clara County.


Vice Mayor Will Kennedy said that in his two years on the council, "this has generated the most opinions one way
or the other."


"That leads me to think it may be something that ultimately goes to the voters," he said.
Voters play big role
So public opinion is critical. The 49ers polled Santa Clarans in late March in the wake of City Manager Jennifer
Sparacino's memo predicting electricity rate increases of up to 13 percent if the utility reserve was tapped, but the
team won't release the results.


During the past few months, the 49ers have reached out to dozens of community leaders and groups to gauge local
opinions. The latest flier, distributed to about 85 percent of city households so far, features photos of quarterback
Alex Smith and veteran defensive end Bryant Young with his arm around a group of kids, under details of the 49ers'
community work and donations by the 49ers Foundation. Residents who call a telephone number on the flier can
receive stadium literature in the mail or sign up for Internet chats about the stadium issue.


Meanwhile, on the team's second stadium front, the 49ers have toned down their public rhetoric about the former
Hunters Point Naval Shipyard.


Covering the bases
Out are references to radioactive Superfund sites and "political gamesmanship" by San Francisco Mayor Gavin
Newsom. In are salving words about San Francisco's progress at Hunters Point.


Sources close to talks in San Francisco say the team has gone from criticizing Hunters Point to sincerely looking for
solutions to its significant problems with pollution and access.


Newsom and Peskin said the city would begin an environmental impact study by June, a state-mandated review that
could take as long as two years and would be required in Santa Clara as well. Navy officials say the cleanup can be
complete in time to begin stadium construction in 2009, but the contamination remains a source of uncertainty for
the 49ers.


For Newsom and Peskin, the beauty of the combined Hunters Point-Candlestick Point effort is that it is foremost a
means to transform the city's economically depressed Bayview and Hunters Point neighborhoods, not just a scheme
to inflate a rich NFL owner's franchise value by several hundred million dollars.


"We are fulfilling promises made to the community over the past two decades," Newsom said last week. "I don't
think anybody in Bayview-Hunters Point thinks that fulfilling the promises that were made a generation ago is
moving too quickly."


Some critics point out that the city is also enriching a powerful corporation - Lennar Corp. - by granting sole
development rights to Candlestick Point.


One of those, Supervisor Jake McGoldrick, said the plan may be a political ploy by Newsom, an "illusion" to
obscure the failure of the city's bid for the 2016 Olympics and the potential loss of the 49ers - especially with the
San Francisco mayoral election coming in November.


"They're rushing too much, to cover their political bases," McGoldrick said. "You know, it's an election year. It
could lead to bad policy."








From: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: steve.hall@ttemi.com
Cc: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC


PMO West; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: CHANGES TO THE LATEST EARLY XFER SKED
Date: Tuesday, November 6, 2007 11:15:13 AM
Importance: High


  Steve,


         Here's the changes we need made as a result of this morning's meeting:


         1.  Fold up all the pre-October 1 2007 dates.  Fold up the Parcel C, E, E-2 and F schedules. Fold up the
Basewide groundwater schedule.


         2.  For both parcel 49 and B,  start work on the ETCA and the FOSET   immediately after a draft ROD is
issued.


         3.  On the rad survey unit schedules, go ahead and keep the details for survey unit 10 and 11, but then roll up
the package schedules. For current purposes, we don’t need to see that level of detail in the schedule (and the
package review times all show the same formula).


         4.  On the rad-impacted structures for Parcel B, move B-103 to the end of the structures and move B-130 to the
beginning.


         5.  LI 1400 should start when LI 760 is completed, make this link.


         6.  LI 1410 should be linked to the start date for LI 760.


         7.  LI 1405-07 should be in DAYS not WEEKS. Once this change is made, please look at the cascading effects
elsewhere.


         8.  LI 1410 should have duration of 4 weeks vice 7 weeks.


         9.  Link LI 1426 to LI 769, not LI 1408.


        10. LI 1441, delete the current predecessor.


        11. To LI 1446, add 1407 as a predecessor and LI 1445 (the concept here is that the FOSET, ROD and ETCA
all need to be done prior to giving the CDR package to the PMO). Check this logic to be consistent for Parcel 49
same as for parcel B. Both skeds should have this same flow.


        12.  Delete the parcel B FOSL, LI 1390- 1398.


        13.  Add back in the Administrative Order of Consent, and ensure that this is done prior to LI 1446. So, the
start of the AOC should coincide with the Final ROD.


        14.  For LI 1401, add "including cost overrun and liability insurance".


        15.  For LI 1402, rename to "City of SF Preliminary Cost Proposal to Navy."


        16.  For LI 1406, add "including cost overrun and liability insurance".
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        17.  After these changes, double check to ensure that the linkages on Parcel 49 and B are consistent. This
includes name changes and predecessor changes.


        Please let me know when you are ready to send the next iteration of the schedule. Send to all addressees listed
above.


        Thanks in advance,
        Keith








From: Lansdale, Lawrence L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Draft CRUP for Parcel B ** COMMENTS DUE 15 NOV **
Date: Wednesday, November 10, 2010 3:55:42 PM


Thomas
Let me know when you want to discuss.  Conceptually I don't have an issue with the EPA third party beneficiary but
would like to discuss the ramifications.
Regards
Lawrence


-----Original Message-----
From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Sent: Tuesday, November 02, 2010 16:46
To: Lansdale, Lawrence L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: HPS Draft CRUP for Parcel B ** COMMENTS DUE 15 NOV **


LL, here is a bit of background on the issue and the draft CRUP as requested.
Pages 3 and 14 include the EPA issue.


-----Original Message-----
From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Monday, November 01, 2010 15:57
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO
West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins,
John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Carsillo, William R CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Draft CRUP for Parcel B ** COMMENTS DUE 15 NOV **


Thomas:


I think we had a good discussion of these issues.  To summarize, the "EPA third party beneficiary" issue has come
up several times over the years at Alameda and HPS.  Bob Carr requested special language to be added to LUC RDs
and CRUPs and, after coordination within PMO among BECs and counsel, we have agreed that it is legally
"doable".  We have agreed to include language in the CRUPS via the HPS LUC RDs.  I'm not sure about the latest
for Alameda. 


I agree that CRUPs should ideally incorporate restrictions developed elsewhere, e.g., general language in RODs,
more specific language in LUC RDs.  However, we have a special circumstance at HPS in that we have not fully
developed the ICs relating to VOC vapor controls as originally planned in the RODs.  Hence, my proposal to
include more specific VOC vapor control IC/EC language in the CRUP. Ideally, we should make similar
adjustments in the RD documents if there is still time and opportunity to do so.


-Rex  


-----Original Message-----
From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Sent: Monday, November 01, 2010 13:10
To: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO
West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins,
John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Carsillo, William R CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
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Subject: RE: HPS Draft CRUP for Parcel B ** COMMENTS DUE 15 NOV **


Thanks Rex. 


One question: When you say we agreed, who is we? BRAC PMO, El Toro Team, HP Team, someone back East?


One comment: I believe you'll agree that the CRUP is driven by other things, and not a vehicle to create new
covenants/restrictions.  Therefore, we should the CRUP, as necessary, based on other vehicles that can and do create
covenants/restrictions.


--Thomas.


-----Original Message-----
From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Monday, November 01, 2010 7:14
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO
West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins,
John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Carsillo, William R CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: HPS Draft CRUP for Parcel B ** COMMENTS DUE 15 NOV **


Thomas:


Note that I've added some language from Bob Carr about EPA as third party beneficiary that we have agreed to
include in our CRUPs. I also emphasize the importance of fleshing out our vapor barrier ICs to provide for both pre-
construction plan approval as well as post-construction approval prior to occupancy.  Our other CERCLA
documents have not specified this level of detail in anticipation of doing so in the CRUP and deeds.  If we don't
include language addressing these issues, the ICs will not be protective.


-Rex


-----Original Message-----
From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Sent: Thursday, October 21, 2010 16:13
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith
S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN
(EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Carsillo, William R CIV OASN (EI&E),
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Draft CRUP for Parcel B ** COMMENTS DUE 15 NOV **


Folks,


Please review the attached CRUP.  I made my comments on top of Rex's notes.
Keith, please fill in the yellow highlights (except for the future dates of course).


Submit your comments/edits to me by November 15th.  I will setup for the week of Nov 15 in case we need to
discuss a few issues.  Though I don't think it's going to be a big deal to get this thing out the door right after
Thanksgiving to make our Dec 1st due date to the other parties. 


--Thomas.


-----Original Message-----
From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Monday, October 18, 2010 10:36
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West







Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO
West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Cummins,
John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: HPS Draft CRUP for Parcel B
Importance: High


Thomas:


John Cummins and I have agreed that I will be counsel lead for coordinating our draft HPS CRUPs and negotiating
with EPA, DTSC, SFRA, etc.  John will be the counsel lead for coordinating and negotiating the deeds.  Of course,
John and I will review and comment on each other's work so we are consistent. 


I understand from Doug that you will be the team's "CRUP shepherd" so I am sending our first draft CRUP for
Parcel B to you with copies to the rest of the team.  After we get this document into shape, we can easily make
another one for Parcel G. 


I've patterned the draft HPS Parcel B CRUP on language used in recent MCAS El Toro and Tustin CRUPs that I am
working on with Bob Elliott so that should help us get on the same page as DTSC.  Also, Gordon Hart has reviewed
our most recent El Toro CRUPs and Barry Steinberg has reviewed our most recent Tustin CRUPs. 


One of the big issues we need to resolve in drafting the CRUP is whether or not the CRUP will incorporate/attach
the RMPs that the SFRA has been working on.  Because we have not objected to them, I have assumed that we plan
to incorporate them into the CRUP so you will see some draft language to that effect.  If this is not the case, please
let me know.  Also, note that I have added some more detail to the VOC restrictions to clarify the review and
approval process for installing appropriate engineering controls for enclosed structures within the "final" VOC
ARIC (after we "shrink" it based upon the VOC soil vapor study).


I'll leave it to you to develop a schedule for developing and finalizing this document.  I hope you will find this draft
to be helpful in getting the ball rolling for another HPS early transfer document! 


-Rex








From: Hall, Steve
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L


CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta,
Rita M CIV WEST Counsel; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman,
Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West


Subject: RE: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date
Date: Wednesday, September 3, 2008 10:05:11 AM


I'll adjust the EIR/EIS to March 2010.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2008 5:33 PM
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas
L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins,
John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel; Bui, An H CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: FW: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


 We now know why the City did not flip with the NEPA date since the
schedule shows a EIR/EIS to be completed in Sept 2009 instead of the
projected March 2010 date.


Pato - can you see if we can tighten this schedule?


Steve - We need to change the schedule to reflect the new NEPA date.
This will not make the City very happy on the 15th....


Thanks,


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2008 16:11
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV
NAVFAC SW
Cc: sheila.roebuck@lennar.com; Elaine Warren; Tiffany Bohee;
dcshipman@treadwellrollo.com; JLTURNROSS@mactec.com; Thor Kaslofsky;
Michael Cohen; gordonhart@paulhastings.com; Stephen Maduli-Williams
Subject: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date
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Hi Keith and Melanie:


I have discussed with Mayor's Office your current projected transfer
date for Parcel G of Feb 2010.


While we will continue working with you to try and discover if there are
any schedule efficiencies that can allow the transfer to happen sooner,
we understand that your current scheduling predicts this Feb 2010 date.


Assuming that
   the Parcel G lease (execution in mid Sept 2009) will allow Lennar to
   begin building abatement activities (e.g. asbestos and lead) and
   once the EIR and EIS are certified (end Sept 2009??) that Lennar will
   also be allowed to begin building demolition under the terms of the
   lease


then we are comfortable that this Feb 2010 transfer date for Parcel G
can be accommodated in our schedules.


We will be in touch with you very soon to continue working on the
schedules to combine the Parcels B and G CDRs using this Feb 2010 date
and making sure the regulators are comfortable with the RACR(s) status
to accommodate this combined CDR.


thanks again,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 910
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3964
amy.brownell@sfdph.org








From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kesler,


Kimberly SES OASN ( I&E ) BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Ault, Melanie A CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


Subject: HPS news clip 25NOV09
Date: Wednesday, November 25, 2009 8:58:06 AM


EIS Out for Candlestick Point, Hunter's Point
By Brian K. Miller
Globe St.com


Project rendering
SAN FRANCISCO-An environmental impact statement for the largest redevelopment here in more than a century
has been released for review and comment. The document examines the potential impacts of redeveloping 700 acres
at Hunters Point Shipyard and Candlestick Point with 10,500 housing units, 2.65 million square feet of work space,
885,000 square feet of retail, an 8,000-seat performance theater, a 220-room hotel, a 300-slip marina, 300 acres of
parks and open space and possibly a new stadium for the San Francisco 49ers.


The biggest environmental issues are traffic congestion, and light-, noise- and air pollution both during construction
and after completion, and the current ground contamination at the Shipyard. A couple of public hearings will be held
next month. Comments are due by the end of the year. The EIS would then go before the Planning Commission
sometime early next year en route to the Board of Supervisors for final approval sometime in mid-2010. If approved,
the area would be built out over a 20-year period.


Miami-based Lennar Corp., one of the nation's largest homebuilders, holds agreement to build out the Shipyard and
Candlestick Point, which would generate 30,000 construction jobs, 10,000 permanent jobs and rebuild the run-down
Alice Griffith Public Housing project. In 2008, more than 62% of San Francisco voters endorsed the conceptual plan
and vision for the redevelopment by adopting Proposition G. The measure serves as the framework for the
community-led planning process now underway.


Last month, the San Francisco Redevelopment Commission granted Lennar more time to fulfill the initial phase of
the redevelopment due to the poor economic climate. Infrastructure for the the first 1,500 housing units is largely in
place. Vertical construction on the first 88 units was previously slated to get underway in mid-2007. This latest time
extension gives Lennar until late 2011 to complete those first units.
Lennar reportedly believes it won't turn a profit on the first 1,300 units planned for the Shipyard but is moving
forward regardless because it believes it can make a profit on future phases-future phases it may not maintain the
rights to develop if it does not clear certain development hurdles, such as getting this first phase up and running.


Whether an NFL stadium is built depends upon whether the San Francisco 49ers opt to build a new stadium in Santa
Clara, next to its headquarters and practice facility as well as the Santa Clara Convention Center and Great America
Theme Park. A final EIS for that proposed development was recently issued. Santa Clara citizens will have the
opportunity to vote on the $937-million development deal between the team and the city in April or June.


To read this article on line, please go to:
http://www.globest.com/news/1546_1546/sanfrancisco/182364-1.html


_______________________________________
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From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW
To: "Hall, Steve"; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella,


Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST
Counsel; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen,
Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West


Subject: RE: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date
Date: Wednesday, September 3, 2008 12:57:53 PM


All:


Based on our discussions yesterday, I thought the NEPA ROD deadline was going to be March 2010?  The critical
NEPA deadline for purposes of conveying title to the property is the NEPA ROD.  It is usually issued from a few
weeks to a few months after the final EIS is published.  If we are going to complete the EIS on March 2010, then the
NEPA ROD will be completed some time after that then to be followed by conveyance.


-Rex 


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2008 10:05
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella,
Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV
NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay,
Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


I'll adjust the EIR/EIS to March 2010.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2008 5:33 PM
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST
Counsel; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: FW: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


 We now know why the City did not flip with the NEPA date since the
schedule shows a EIR/EIS to be completed in Sept 2009 instead of the
projected March 2010 date.
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Pato - can you see if we can tighten this schedule?


Steve - We need to change the schedule to reflect the new NEPA date.
This will not make the City very happy on the 15th....


Thanks,


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2008 16:11
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV
NAVFAC SW
Cc: sheila.roebuck@lennar.com; Elaine Warren; Tiffany Bohee;
dcshipman@treadwellrollo.com; JLTURNROSS@mactec.com; Thor Kaslofsky;
Michael Cohen; gordonhart@paulhastings.com; Stephen Maduli-Williams
Subject: Parcel G Feb 2010 transfer date


Hi Keith and Melanie:


I have discussed with Mayor's Office your current projected transfer
date for Parcel G of Feb 2010.


While we will continue working with you to try and discover if there are
any schedule efficiencies that can allow the transfer to happen sooner,
we understand that your current scheduling predicts this Feb 2010 date.


Assuming that
   the Parcel G lease (execution in mid Sept 2009) will allow Lennar to
   begin building abatement activities (e.g. asbestos and lead) and
   once the EIR and EIS are certified (end Sept 2009??) that Lennar will
   also be allowed to begin building demolition under the terms of the
   lease


then we are comfortable that this Feb 2010 transfer date for Parcel G
can be accommodated in our schedules.


We will be in touch with you very soon to continue working on the
schedules to combine the Parcels B and G CDRs using this Feb 2010 date
and making sure the regulators are comfortable with the RACR(s) status
to accommodate this combined CDR.


thanks again,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 910
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3964
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
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From: McFadden, Patricia A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: CNP Notice on Crisp Gate Detour for Navy Environmental Work
Date: Monday, March 9, 2009 3:55:21 PM


This email is to notify you of a planned traffic detour at the Hunters Point Shipyard between March 2009 and
September 2009. 


The Navy is continuing its Sanitary Sewer System and Storm Drain removal along Fisher and Spear Streets at the
Hunters Point Shipyard as part of the Basewide Radiological Removal Action, Action Memorandum, Revision
2006.  In order to maintain a secure work area and control work activities Fisher St., Spear St., and Parcel G will be
fenced off.


We will be fencing off Fisher and Spear this week, and we need to re-route traffic to provide access to SFPD, UCSF,
File Safe, and Bldg 808 tenants. All the tenants have been notified individually.  We will be opening up the Crisp
Gate starting today, 3/9/09, and keep it open for the duration of the environmental work.  There will be a guard at
the Crisp Gate 24 hours per day.  There will also be a guard at the Inness Gate.  The guard at the Innes Gate will
have detour maps for those that have not already received notice of the detour. 


The Sewer and Storm Drain Removal is expected to take 6 months and be complete, and is projected to be finished
by the end of September 2009. During this time Fisher and Spear Streets will be closed and the Crisp gate
will remain open.


If you have any questions about this, please contact Keith Forman at 415-308-1458 or 619-532-0913.


The recipients of this Community Notification Plan email are on the blind copy.
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From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman,


Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: HPS news clip 31AUG07
Date: Friday, August 31, 2007 8:27:01 AM


Dianne Feinstein leads charge for keeping 49ers in S.F.
C.W. Nevius <mailto:cnevius@sfchronicle.com> 
Thursday, August 30, 2007
Who'd have thought that 49ers head coach Mike Nolan would only deliver the second-best pep talk at the Chamber
of Commerce's annual football booster luncheon?


Channeling her inner linebacker coach, Sen. Dianne Feinstein stole the show Wednesday afternoon with an
impassioned plea to accept San Francisco's plan for a new stadium and keep the 49ers' games within the city limits.
Feinstein even finished up with a call and response cry, twice asking the sold-out crowd, "Where do you want the
49ers to continue to play?"


"San Francisco!" the fans roared.
The only person in the room who failed to get into the spirit was 49ers owner John York, who sat stone-faced at his
table, just a few feet away, as Feinstein built to her conclusion.


"John York," she said, reaching toward his chair, which was directly in front of her podium, "it is all up to you. All
you have to do is say, 'Yes.' "


York, of course, wasn't about to say anything of the sort. But that moment framed the status of the dispute of where
the team will build its new stadium and host its home games in 2012. Officials agree a site must be ready for
construction by June 2009.


The York family seems to favor moving to Santa Clara. Born and bred San Franciscans, like Feinstein, can't imagine
the team playing anywhere but in the city.


And Santa Clara is doing its best impression of being invited on a blind date - it sounds like fun, but how much is it
going to cost?


All of which leaves York in the middle, fending off media requests, which does not appear to be his favorite
activity. I managed to catch him for a moment before the luncheon and his answers, in full, to three questions were:
"Sure. She did. Sure."


The three questions were: "I guess you are glad to see that Sen. Feinstein took the time to come to the luncheon?
Didn't she make a similar appeal at the Bill Walsh memorial?" and "I suppose you will be listening closely to what
she has to say?"


Meanwhile, savvy Niners spokeswoman Lisa Lang is carefully avoiding riling the locals.
"We're working carefully with both cities to try to find a solution that is viable," Lang said. "Our goal is not about
one city or territory, it is to stay in the San Francisco Bay Area."


However, it doesn't take much reading between the lines to get the impression that the 49ers ownership is
moonstruck by the idea of a stadium near its practice field, next to the Great America amusement park.


Lang talks about the three nearby freeways, which, she says, handle the Silicon Valley commute without a problem.
There's mass transit, she says (estimating that as many as 25 percent of the fans may take it), and besides, she says,
the team sells "nearly the same amount of tickets to games to fans in Sacramento as to those in San Francisco."


Which, San Franciscans say, is missing the point.
"NFL teams belong in big cities," Feinstein says. "That's why it is so hard for me to imagine the team anywhere but
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San Francisco."


Jim Lazarus, a chief of staff for Feinstein when she was mayor, and now a senior vice president with the chamber,
recalls the flap when previous owner Eddie DeBartolo Jr. came up with an ill-advised idea to take the "SF" off the
team's helmets.


"I told them, this is going blow up in your face," Lazarus says. "And it did, and they changed it back. People think
of themselves as San Franciscans even if they live in Petaluma. When you go back East and people ask where you
are from, you don't say Danville. You say San Francisco."


That may be, but this decision will be made on dollars and cents. Remember, last year's chamber booster luncheon
was all about York doing a PowerPoint presentation of the new stadium that was to be built on Candlestick Point.
Four months later, York announced that plan was off and the team was planning to move to Santa Clara.


So now, the city of San Francisco is promoting a site at the old Hunters Point Naval Shipyard, and Feinstein is
working hard from Washington to secure needed funding for cleanup of toxic waste left behind by the Navy.


Mayor Gavin Newsom, taking care to compliment York for his efforts although the two have bickered in the past,
used the luncheon to sketch out the proposal in glowing terms (assuming that the actual earth isn't still glowing). He
described housing, retail space and a shiny new stadium on the water. But for now, it is still just a plan on a drawing
board.


Meanwhile, in Santa Clara, residents have managed to contain their enthusiasm about hosting 10 huge home game
extravaganzas every fall. Questions have been raised about everything from parking - with the weekend Great
America crowds - to whether the relatively small municipality (population just over 100,000) can mobilize a large
enough police force for game days.


"I think there is reason for concern in Santa Clara," Feinstein said. "One way or another it seems it is going to have
to go to the ballot and there is some question as to whether the citizens are willing to pay."


Are they? Can San Francisco build its stadium? Will the 49ers leave the city?
Stay tuned. The only thing we know is that York is likely to be answering more of those difficult questions.
"Well," he joked, when he spoke at the luncheon after Feinstein and Newsom, "the first thing I am going to do is call
Dwight (Clark) and Joe (Montana) and see if "The Catch" was more difficult than following two politicians."


Better get used to it. It will be happening a lot between now and 2009.








From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kesler,


Kimberly SES OASN ( I&E ) BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Ault, Melanie A CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


Subject: HPS news clips 11DEC09
Date: Friday, December 11, 2009 9:03:46 AM


Developers unveil new rendition of 49er stadium in SF


Thursday, December 10, 2009
KGO TV (ABC)
San Francisco


SAN FRANCISCO (KGO) -- There's a new campaign to keep the 49ers playing
football in San Francisco.


Developers have issued a new artist's rendition of a stadium they want to
build for the team, along the waterfront in Hunters Point.


Regardless, the 49ers hope to move to Santa Clara and on Thursday a
citizen's group in the South Bay launched a petition drive to put a stadium
proposal up for a vote in June. They are concerned a plan approved by the
city council this week might be stalled by lawsuits.


By the way, if the 49ers do move to Santa Clara, they may not be able to
host "Monday Night Football" anymore, because of a shortage of weekday
parking spots.


To read this article on line, and see artists renditions of the stadium,
please go to:
http://abclocal.go.com/kgo/story?section=news/sports/pro/football&id=7164944


__________________________________________________________


San Francisco counters Santa Clara with its own 49er stadium proposalSilicon
Valley
T
hursday, December 10, 2009
San Jose Business Journal
 by David Goll


On the heels of Santa Clara's City Council certifying the environmental
impact report and picking an election date for a new 68,500-seat stadium for
the San Francisco 49ers, the city of San Francisco unveiled plans for a
69,000-seat stadium to hold onto the franchise.


The stadium would be part of the 700-acre Candlestick Park/Hunters Point
Shipyard project approved by the city's voters in 2008. City officials made
renderings of the project available to the public Thursday.


"These illustrations not only show how dramatic a new stadium could be for
San Francisco, but they also show how this entire project is going to
completely rejuvenate an entire community,"' said Mayor Gavin Newsom at a
press conference. "We have a golden opportunity to create new jobs, new
housing and real excitement in an area that's been neglected for far too
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long."


Carmen Policy, former 49er president and supporter of keeping the National
Football League team in San Francisco, described the potential stadium as
being situated in what could be "the most stunning NFL venue in the
country." He wants the city to be prepared if Santa Clara voters reject a
planned $937 million stadium project at California's Great America amusement
during a June 8 election.


"We know the 49ers currently are negotiating to build a stadium in Santa
Clara, but we need to be prepared to save our team if that does not work
out," he said.


Other aspects of the proposed San Francisco development include 1 million
square feet of retail, 2.5 million square feet of office space, 10,500
housing units and recreational facilities within walking distance of the new
stadium.


Lennar Urban, the project developer, has agreed to contribute the land,
infrastructure and $100 million toward completion of the project.


To read this article on line, please go to:
http://sanjose.bizjournals.com/sanjose/stories/2009/12/07/daily76.html


______________________________________________________________________


49ers Ignore "the Most stunning NFL Venue in the Country"
Thu, Dec 10, 2009
NBC Bay Area


49ers Ignore "the Most stunning NFL Venue in the Country"


 San Francisco and Lennar are selling the Hunters Point site for a 49ers
stadium as a thrilling waterfront location - "the most stunning NFL venue in
the country."


But the Niners appear to be completely oblivious to their efforts, they
themselves being laser-focused on not, at the moment, deciding where they
should plop their stadium, but how to get their Santa Clara stadium through.


Yes, the city of Santa Clara is getting sued now for apparently ramming
through their approval of the football team's environmental impact report
before it was ready, but, according to the Merc, the team has a clever end
run around that whole situation. See that? "End run."


They're backing a voters' initiative on the ballot, which would put aside
any question of whether the city council acted improperly in putting their
stadium proposal on the ballot. Of course, now there just might be two
initiatives on the ballot for the same damn thing. And we probably don't
need to mention that neither of them has anything to do with San Francisco.


Meanwhile, over in Lennar land, the developer has let loose a new set of
images of their Hunters Point redevelopment, including their vision of a
49ers stadium on the site of the former shipyard, and a curious collection
of alien eggs strewn about a public park.


Says the San Francisco Sentinel: "The images also show a scene not likely to
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be repeated by any stadium in Santa Clara - a Monday Night Football game."
Zing! (Concerns over traffic in Santa Clara have raised the possibility of a
Monday Night Football-free stadium.)


To read this article on line, and view included artists renderings, please
go to:
http://www.nbcbayarea.com/news/sports/49ers-Ignore-the-Most-stunning-NFL-Ven
ue-in-the-Country-.html
___________________________________________________________________


Notice of Meeting: Hunters Point Shipyard Citizens Advisory Committee & the
Bay View Hunters Point Project:Monday, December 14th
Neighborhood Parks Council


Start: 12/14/2009 - 6:45pm
End: 12/14/2009 - 8:30pm


Please join the Hunters Point Shipyard Citizens Advisory Committee & the Bay
View Hunters Point Project Area Committee for a joint committee's meeting
on:


Informational Announcement Regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the Hunters Point Shipyard/Phase 2-Candlestick Point Project


Informational Item: Draft Housing Plan for the Hunters Point Shipyard Phase
2-Candlestick Point
Integrated Development Project


Meeting agenda: click here


DATE: Monday, December 14, 2009
TIME: 6:45pm - 8:30pm
LOCATION: So. East Community Facility, (Alex Pitcher Room), 1800 Oakdale
Ave., San Francisco, CA 94124


Please contact us with any questions or concerns.


Thank you,
HPSY/SFRA Site Office
CAC Administrative  Support
P.O. Box 882403
San Francisco, CA  94188


To read this notice on line, please go to:
http://www.sfnpc.org/node/3725


_________________________________________________________________________



http://www.nbcbayarea.com/news/sports/49ers-Ignore-the-Most-stunning-NFL-Ven
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From: Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;


Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN ( I&E ) BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Subject: Prop. G clip
Date: Tuesday, May 13, 2008 3:44:58 PM


San Francisco Chronicle - CA, USA dated Sunday, May 11, 2008
Prop. G offers viable vision for Hunters Point
In recent decades, development plans have come and gone for the neglected southeast corner of San Francisco. The excuses are entrenched: too much toxic contamination at the abandoned Hunters
Point Naval Shipyard, too little infrastructure and services in the area, too much crime, too little political will.
The last grand scheme to revitalize the area was the plan, narrowly approved by voters in June 1997, to build a shopping mall alongside a new 49ers football stadium at Candlestick Point. That plan
never left the drawing board, the casualty of a change in team ownership and a lack of investor enthusiasm for the idea that a regional shopping mall could prosper at the site.
Now comes Proposition G, which contains elements that were missing from the previous proposals to enhance the neighborhood. This is far and away the most complete vision that has been
offered for redevelopment of the old shipyard and the area that now houses Monster Park and its vast expanse of parking lots.
Proposition G would offer a nonbinding but nevertheless critical public expression of support for a proposal by Miami's Lennar Corp. to develop up to 10,000 homes, about 700,000 square feet of
retail space as well as artist studios, green-tech-research facilities and more than 300 acres of parks and open space in and around the old shipyard. As part of the project, Lennar also would rebuild
the Alice Griffith public housing project.
Kofi Bonner, a Lennar vice president, said the goal of the project is to "reconnect these areas to the rest of the city." It's a noble goal, and it's also a plausible one, given the attention to detail and
community participation that Lennar has invested.
Cheryl Smith, Lennar's director of community relations, remembers growing up in the neighborhood and peering into the shipyard behind barbed wire. She noted that the Bayview always lacked "a
natural amenity" such as Crissey Field, Golden Gate Park or the zoo.
One of the things she likes about the Lennar plan is its commitment to recreational space for the community. She also likes the economic diversity of the housing (about 25 percent would be
dedicated as affordable for lower-income residents) and the job opportunities from the retail outlets and green-tech businesses.
"If you segment all of the challenging incomes in one sector of the city, history just shows that's the portion of the city that tends to get neglected," Smith said.
Of course, the project has drawn wide regional interest because of its inclusion of a possible new stadium site for the San Francisco 49ers. Lennar has enlisted Carmen Policy, the 49ers' president
during their glory years, to help push Proposition G. Policy, who maintains close connections within the NFL, has said there is no doubt that the league would prefer to have a team in San Francisco
instead of suburban Santa Clara.
"Reality is setting in with the NFL and they're seeing that maybe - just maybe - Santa Clara is not as easy as it first looked," Policy said.
The beauty of the Lennar plan is that it does not necessarily depend on a football stadium. In fact, the land set aside for the stadium could just as easily - and perhaps more productively - be
dedicated to tech purposes if the 49ers decide to move south. But the football stadium remains an option, and perhaps the last, best chance to keep the 49ers in the city.
The one potential deal killer to these intriguing possibilities is Proposition F, which would impose highly prescriptive formulas to require that at least half of the new homes would need to be
affordable. This measure, pushed by Supervisor Chris Daly, is reckless and unrealistic. It is not backed by any studies showing its feasibility. Lennar has argued that passage of Prop. F would force
it to forego the project. And the measure would almost certainly deter other potential developers.
The choice is clear. Go with the vision. We strongly recommend a yes vote on Proposition G and a no vote on Proposition F.


***************************************************************************************************************************************************************
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From: Carr.Robert@epamail.epa.gov
To: Amy Brownell
Cc: ANaugle@waterboards.ca.gov; Andrea Bruss; Barry.Steinberg@KutakRock.com; Yantos, Christopher N CTR OASN


(EI&E), BRAC PMO West; colinbarreno@paulhastings.com; cynthia.evanko@aon.com;
dcshipman@treadwellrollo.com; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West;
drathnayake@mactec.com; Elaine Warren; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West;
george.schlossberg@kutakrock.com; gordonhart@paulhastings.com; Gregory_Schilz@aon.com; Kayaci, G
Hamide CTR OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; JAB@BCLTLAW.com; Dunn, Jacqueline E CIV NAVFAC SW, PACO;
Whitcomb, James H CIV NAVFAC SW; JAustin@Geosyntec.com; jeff.giangiuli@calibresys.com;
jill.bensen@ch2m.com; JJFenton@mactec.com; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW;
kbrasaemle@techlawinc.com; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Urizar, Lara L CIV NAVFAC
SW, PACO; Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com; LRHENDRY@mactec.com; Ripperda.Mark@epamail.epa.gov; Kito,
Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; RBrandt@Geosyntec.com; RElliott@dtsc.ca.gov; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW;
Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel; RMiya@dtsc.ca.gov; Hunt, Bob A CTR OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West;
RSteenson@waterboards.ca.gov; Kloss.Sarah@epamail.epa.gov; Loli, Simon CTR OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West;
sreinis@treadwellrollo.com; stephen.proud@lennar.com; steve.hall@ttemi.com; Suzanne.Hudson@lennar.com;
Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Thor Kaslofsky; Tiffany Bohee;
tim.mower@ttemi.com; Victor Pappalardo


Subject: EPA Comments on ET Schedule
Date: Thursday, December 30, 2010 7:46:51 AM


Here are EPA's comments, based on the 11/4 version of the schedule


General


Shifting the start of the  FOSET public comment period to April has created both a challenge and an opportunity. 
The opportunity is an expanded period to work out any issues we may have with HQ and DoJ staff; but the
challenge is to use that time effectively to reach timely resolutions or elevate a number of key issues.


EPA will have a new version of the AOC ready by 1/7 but it will be dependant on ongoing negotiations regarding a
number of definitions and will have placeholders for several key provisions including a) resolving disputes among
Regulators, the Navy and Respondents under the AOC/ETCA/FFA;  b)describing the process for addressing
Unknowns; c)defining EPA Response Costs (limit to oversight) and d)limiting Respondents' CNS to protect
CERCLA rights. 


We also need to discuss the schedule for the review and comment on the FOSET (including comments from the
public on the posted draft)  and decide how far we want to move the RMP process forward prior to FOSET public
comment period.
 
RAD RACRs 
Line 58  EPA does not on Parcel G SUPR   Current date 11/17   EPA is currently reviewing the RACR and will
have comments out early next week. 
Line 65  Why is DTSC concurrence scheduled before CDPH concurrence?


ETCA
Line 76  What is goal for this milestone?  Is it the same as DoJ informal review of AOC?
Line 80  Why is City action not scheduled until 6/21?
Line 81  Why does this review follow City authorization?  Navy should be prepared to sign with City effective date
can be deferred to CDR approval.


AOC section (Lines 112-129) needs to be modified
Line  120  AOC (ready for signature)  will be attached to public comment version of the FOSET  Current date is
4/2/11
Line 123 AOC is signed by Respondents, then by EPA/DTSC/WB before it goes to DoJ for formal review Current
6/22 date for  DoJ review needs to shift
Line 124/5  DoJ review: time shown does not include time for FR publication after DoJ signiture
Line 127  Drop this line
Line 128 AOC to CDR package 8/28-9-2 assumes no public comments 
Add a line for EPA's declaration that AOC is effective following CDR concurrence by Gov
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To account for agency signatures on the AOC and FR publication of public notice, seven to ten days needs to be
added to the schedule
Not sure how to factor in time to consider public comments, may be able to absorb in the week  currently shown as
9/2/-9/8


FFA Amendment


Need to restructure schedule to eliminate BCT actions following HQ/DoD approval  Do we need to have DoD
approval prior to FOSET public comment period?
Line 146  Should this correspond to AOC Review period?  What DoJ review is required for FFA Amendment?


CDR
Line 186  EPA RA does not sign concurrence letter on CDR


Deed
How many steps can be completed before CDR concurrence?  How many days are required following EPA/Gov
concur?  Present schedule has City executing deed first, but how can City accept property before Navy quit claims
it?


Robert Carr
415 972 3913
FAX 415 947 3570/71








From: Theroux, Debra M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; McFadden, Patricia A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R


CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson,
Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West


Cc: Hill, John M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Bui, An H CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: FOSL - response to your questions
Date: Wednesday, October 19, 2011 10:36:03 AM


Finally received feedback from SFRA regarding their need to lease Parcels B & G.   Still don't agree that what they
want is doable under a lease but we'll discuss. 


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Wednesday, October 19, 2011 9:30
To: Theroux, Debra M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Cc: Hill, John M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Tiffany Bohee; Wells Lawson
Subject: RE: FOSL - response to your questions


Deb:


thanks for your clarifying questions.


In response, we'd like to clarify that we are seeking to have these items
added to a master FOSL for all property on Parcels B and G with the concept
of having all future foreseeable possibilities covered in the FOSL.  Then
when we actually have a request to lease a certain property we could
negotiate the actual details of what will be allowed in the lease.  If the
Navy, at the time we seek the lease, decides it can not allow a certain
activity, for instance soil stockpiling on one side of one building, then
you will be free to tell us, for the timeframe of the lease we are seeking,
that soil stockpiling would interfere with your work so we can't do that
activity, even though in concept it could have been permitted under the
FOSL.  We just want to be sure that the concept of all allowable activities
is included in the FOSL so we don't ever have to go back and rewrite the
FOSL.  The specific time constrained leases can prohibit whatever you need
to prohibit based on the site conditions at the time the lease is sought.
Obviously, we will work with you if, for instance, our sole objective for a
particular lease is to stockpile soil and make sure we find an area of the
Parcels that will fit within the Navy's constraints.


So with that in mind:


Under A):


1.  Soil stockpiling - Do you have a sense of the quantity of soil
requested for stockpiling?  Concern is that clean areas within the parcels
are limited and the Navy would like to ensure enough flexibility exists to
support ongoing Navy requirements.


ANSWER:  the Navy will be free to limit the areal extent and the time
period of any soil stockpiling at the time the lease is executed.  We will
follow whatever restrictions you list at the time the lease is executed.
So when we come to you to ask permission to stockpile we will give you the
quantity and time frame we are requesting and you can allow or deny or
modify our request based on your site constraints at the time.  We don't
have any specific amounts in mind at this time.
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2.  Please identify the buildings proposed for retrofitting.


ANSWER:  Based on the current draft of the Soil Vapor Intrusion Report,
there are three one-acre areas on Parcel B and three one-acre areas on
Parcel G that will have a VOC ARIC in place for the foreseeable future.
The VOC ARICs are the only areas where we might be required to retrofit a
building in order to lease it.  Within these VOC ARICs, we are only
interested in potentially leasing  Buildings 302 and 439 on Parcel G in the
future.  So those are the only buildings that we might want to retrofit to
meet the requirements of the VOC ARIC.  Of course, we will only propose
retrofitting if that is what is required to meet the VOC ARIC.  If other
alternatives to meet the VOC ARIC requirements are available that are less
time-consuming or less costly then we probably won't propose retrofitting.


3.  Demolishing of any building without a LIFOC in place is still something
that Navy is taking a hard look at.


ANSWER:  OK - we would like to be able to demolish buildings under a lease


Under B):


1.  What kind of temporary utility systems would be required to be
underground to maintain the current services or support the proposed
activities sought to be authorized under this new agreement?


ANSWER: The types of utilities we might want to underground would be
construction trailer power,water and telecommunications lines.


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


                                                                          
             "Theroux, Debra M                                            
             CIV OASN (EI&E),                                             
             BRAC PMO West"                                             To
             <debra.theroux@na         "Amy Brownell"                     
             vy.mil>                   <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>,          
                                       <Tiffany.Bohee@sfgov.org>          
             07/26/2011 08:03                                           cc
             AM                        "Hill, John M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC
                                       PMO West" <john.m.hill@navy.mil>   
                                                                   Subject
                                       RE: FOSL - follow-up on previous   
                                       emails                             







                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          


Tiffany and Amy,


Thanks for the background info on what the current leases allow.   They do
provide for a lot of flexibility for non-soil disturbing activities.  After
discussion with Counsel and Environmental staff, answers to a few questions
will help Navy determine the necessary RE documentation required to support
the City's request:


Under A):


1.  Soil stockpiling - Do you have a sense of the quantity of soil
requested for stockpiling?  Concern is that clean areas within the parcels
are limited and the Navy would like to ensure enough flexibility exists to
support ongoing Navy requirements.


2.  Please identify the buildings proposed for retro-fitting.


3.  Demolishing of any building without a LIFOC in place is still something
that that Navy is taking a hard look at.


Under B):


1.  What kind of temporary utility systems would be required to be
underground to maintain the current services or support the proposed
activities sought to be authorized under this new agreement?  I deleted
this last sentence, feeling it is unnecessary for this email and perhaps
negated by the City's response to this question.


Overall, Navy still needs to determine what RE document is appropriate for
the requested actions.  One that is compliant with regulations and existing
DoD and Navy policies and guidelines.  A FOSL can be prepared to support
the scope of any interim lease or LIFOC with appropriate environmental
protection provisions in place.   If you'd like to have another phone call
vice provide a written response just let us know.


R, Deb


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 13:12
To: Hill, John M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Theroux, Debra M CIV OASN
(EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Cc: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC
PMO West; Dunn, Jacqueline E CIV NAVFAC SW, PACO; Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com;
Tiffany Bohee; Andrea Bruss
Subject: Fw: FOSL - follow-up on previous emails
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Hi John and Deb:


It was good to meet you John at HPS and glad you and Deb could make the
tour with us.


As we mentioned, we want to continue moving the discussion forward on the
issue of future leases for the base.  I suggest that we plan on talking
about this immediately after our big group conference call that is
currently scheduled for Thursday, June 30 at 10 am.  I'll set up a call-in
number for us to use.


More background information for our discussion of FOSL and leases:


The bulleted list below in my first email was our laundry list of items we
wanted the Navy to consider including in a new lease.  We would like to
work with you to refine the list to make it work for the Navy.


We looked at the existing lease and license documents on the base.


We have looked at the current Amended 2011 license for the entire Shipyard.
Allowable activities under the license include (1) abatement, removal or
remedying of lead based paint (LBP), asbestos containing materials (ACM),
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and mercury switches, and (2)
environmental testing, soil, geo-technical and/or infrastructure
investigations, measurements and testing as reasonably required for the
redevelopment, design, construction or permitting of the Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard.


We have also looked at the current leases for Parcel B artists and Bldg
606.  Allowable activities within this lease include  operation,
maintenance and repair of the following building systems and appurtenances:
structural (including roof); fencing; plumbing; electrical; heating and
cooling systems; exterior utility systems (including fire hydrants and
mains); pavement and grounds maintenance (including grass cutting, shrub
trimming and tree removal); pest and weed control; security and fire
protection within Leased Premises; refuse collection, removal and disposal;
and utilities maintenance necessary for the protection of Leased Premises.
This covers work that is required to to assure weather tightness,
structural stability (excluding any seismic retrofit and/or modification to
foundations resulting from extraordinary natural occurrences such as
earthquakes and landslides), protection from fire hazards or erosion, and
elimination of safety and health hazards.   Also, the Agency is responsible
for the repair and maintenance of all utility systems, distribution lines,
connections and equipment to the extent such repair and maintenance does
not require excavation or otherwise disturbance of the soil. These systems
include but are not limited to: heating plants, steam lines, traps,
transformers, substations, power distribution lines (overhead and
underground), poles, towers, gas mains, water and sewage mains, water
tanks, fire protection systems, hydrants, lift stations, manholes,
isolation valves, meters, storm water systems and catch basins.


So we are interested in the Navy, at a minimum, finishing the FOSL for
Parcels B and G so that all the buildings on Parcels B and G can be leased
and allow the same activities that are already allowed in the current
leases for the artist buildings and police.







In addition, we would like to discuss two categories of items, that are not
already included in the existing leases, that I have copied and reorganized
from my bulleted list below


A)  Using the property and buildings without disturbing soil
   stockpiling imported soil that meets import criteria or is imported from
   Parcel A
   demolishing buildings excluding foundations
   leasing buildings in a VOC ARIC understanding that we would be
   responsible for any required retrofit to the building in order to meet
   the requirements of the VOC ARIC


B) Maintaining tenants and property and having to disturb small amounts of
soil - Assume that lease would include Risk Management Plan protocols for
disturbing soil.  Activities would be:
   digging and installing temporary utilities to service existing tenants
   digging and installing temporary utilities to service construction uses
   - like on-site trailers


Please note - we have decided that we no longer need to have these three
activities included in future leases


   demolishing foundations
   moving soil around on site - including grading activities
   installing permanent utilities


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 06/24/2011 11:33 AM -----


             Amy
             Brownell/DPH/SFGO
             V                                                          To
                                       melanie.kito@navy.mil,
             06/06/2011 11:50          keith.s.forman@navy.mil,
             AM                        jacqueline.dunn@navy.mil,
                                       Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com
                                                                        cc
                                       Andrea Bruss/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV,
                                       cnglenn@treadwellrollo.com,
                                       dcshipman@treadwellrollo.com,
                                       drathnayake@mactec.com,
                                       DRSmallbeck@mactec.com,
                                       JAustin@Geosyntec.com,
                                       JJFenton@mactec.com,
                                       RBrandt@Geosyntec.com,
                                       sreinis@treadwellrollo.com,
                                       stephen.proud@lennar.com,
                                       Suzanne.Hudson@lennar.com, Tiffany







                                       Bohee/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV, Wells
                                       Lawson/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV
                                                                   Subject
                                       Re: FOSL - follow-up on previous
                                       emails(Document link: Amy Brownell)


Melanie, Keith, and Jackie:


Following up from Tiffany and John's conversation this morning, let me know
if you have any questions about my email below and the need for B&G FOSL to
continue moving forward so that it can be finalized prior to or at the same
time as the EIS.


Also would like to continue moving forward with FOSLs for any other parcels
where the writing of FOSL can provide opportunities for moving the project
forward  - UC-1, UC-2, UC-3, D-1, C, inland E area?


look forward to discussing further


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


             Amy
             Brownell/DPH/SFGO
             V                                                          To
                                       melanie.kito@navy.mil,
             04/15/2011 11:15          keith.s.forman@navy.mil,
             AM                        Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com,
                                       Jacqueline E Dunn
                                                                        cc
                                       dcshipman@treadwellrollo.com,
                                       sreinis@treadwellrollo.com,
                                       cnglenn@treadwellrollo.com,
                                       JJFenton@mactec.com,
                                       drathnayake@mactec.com,
                                       RBrandt@Geosyntec.com,
                                       stephen.proud@lennar.com,
                                       JAustin@Geosyntec.com,
                                       Suzanne.Hudson@lennar.com,
                                       DRSmallbeck@mactec.com, Andrea
                                       Bruss/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV, Wells







                                       Lawson/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV, Tiffany
                                       Bohee/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV
                                                                   Subject
                                       FOSL - follow-up on previous emails


Hi Melanie:


As stated before, we would like the FOSL to allow maximum use, subject to
restrictions for areas of active remediation or areas with additional use
restrictions (e.g. final VOC ARICs)


at the time the lease document is written for a specific building or a
particular area - the Navy can always add additional restrictions because
of new information or a particular cleanup/closure activity that they are
undertaking


We are particularly interested in being able to lease existing buildings
for commercial uses.  We notice that occupancy of structures in your
current draft B & G FOSL is prohibited - we are specifically asking for
that prohibition to be deleted.


1)  Already allowed if written into a license - request that continue to be
allowed under any new license or lease


   lead and asbestos abatement


This is our complete wish list - I understand that we may be pushing the
limits on some of these items - we would at least like to talk about the
land disturbing activity items and see if possible.


2)  Activities that we request be allowed under any new lease


   leasing buildings for commercial uses - understand and accept that there
   might be extra requirements in any VOC ARIC
   interior upgrades (tenant improvements)
   exterior upgrades - fixing windows, rebuilding stairs that have been
   removed, etc.
   demolishing buildings
   demolishing foundations
   moving soil around on site - including grading activities
   stockpiling imported soil that meets import criteria or is imported from
   Parcel A
   digging and installing temporary utilities to service existing tenants
   digging and installing temporary utilities to service construction uses
   - like on-site trailers
   installing permanent utilities


thanks,







amy








From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman,


Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Subject: HPS news clips 18APR07
Date: Wednesday, April 18, 2007 8:44:19 AM


City goes to bat for Bayview renewal
Bonnie Eslinger,
The SF Examiner
Apr 17, 2007
SAN FRANCISCO - City officials are aggressively promoting a $1 billion-plus Candlestick Point and Hunters Point
revitalization plan — which will be presented to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency today — with hopes of
starting the environmental review process in June.


On Monday, the ambitious plan for 276 acres at Candlestick Point and another 495 acres at the site of the former
Hunters Point Naval Shipyard was presented to the Board of Supervisors’ Land Use and Economic Development
Committee.
“We’ve held a ton of public meetings,” Michael Cohen, of the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce
Development, said. “In the last two months we’ve had about 20 public meetings on the project.”
The City and its master developer, Lennar BVHP, are working on an ambitious timeline to get the dual waterfront
projects through the approval process, since one includes space for a proposed NFL stadium for the San Francisco
49ers, who have said they want a new home by 2012.
Although the 49ers are also now in talks with Santa Clara about building a stadium adjacent to the Great America
amusement park, the team has resumed negotiations with The City — which proposes to build the stadium at
Hunters Point Shipyard, while keeping a previously proposed revenue-generating development at Candlestick Point.
At Monday’s meeting, Bayview resident LaRhonda Smith said she was pleased to hear Lennar official Kofi Bonner
talk about “Bed Bath and Beyond-types of shopping opportunities” for the neighborhood, since her two daughters,
ages 18 and 21, were having difficulty finding work.
“I think this will be very good for families,” Smith said.
Others in attendance Monday expressed strong concern about the environmental health hazards at Hunters Point, a
Superfund site that has polluted soil filled with toxins from its former naval use. To date, the Navy has spent $500
million cleaning up the first 66 acres of Hunters Point currently under construction.
Brian O’Flynn, who organized a referendum campaign against the Bayview-Hunters Point Redevelopment plan that
was approved last year by the Board of Supervisors and Mayor Gavin Newsom, said no project should move
forward until the entire city has a chance to vote on the overall redevelopment plan.
Last year, O’Flynn and others gathered enough signatures to put the redevelopment plan on the ballot; however, the
City Attorney declared the effort invalid since the book-sized redevelopment plan wasn’t attached to the petition.
The referendum group filed a lawsuit that is scheduled to go to court later this year.


Bayview activists denounce Herrera
City attorney's ruling blocked referendum on redevelopment
Robert Selna,  <mailto:rselna@sfchronicle.com>
San Francisco Chronicle
Tuesday, April 17, 2007
Opponents of a decision that placed much of Bayview-Hunters Point and Candlestick Point under jurisdiction of the
city Redevelopment Agency laid out legal arguments Monday for why a referendum on the issue should be allowed
to go to voters.
At a noon City Hall press conference, a handful of Bayview residents, small-business owners and others gathered to
denounce a city attorney opinion issued in September that has kept a referendum on Bayview-Hunters Point
redevelopment from going on a citywide ballot.
"This is clearly an attempt by the city attorney ... to avoid the scrutiny of the redevelopment of the Bayview by the
voters of San Francisco," said Brian O'Flynn, who helped organize a petition drive to call for the referendum last
summer. "It undermines the constitutional protections of the referendum process."
O'Flynn handed out court papers filed in mid-March as part of a lawsuit to revive the referendum. They argue that
City Attorney Dennis Herrera misread the law and imposed an unreasonable burden on signature gatherers when he
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invalidated their petitions in September. Herrera contended at the time that the petitions used to gather the signatures
were faulty because they didn't include hundreds of pages of official city documentation that described the
redevelopment plan for Bayview-Hunters Point and Candlestick Point.
A spokesman for Herrera stood by that decision Monday.
"The law is very clear, and the courts have been very consistent, that a referendum petition on a redevelopment plan
must attach the plan itself to the petition for consideration by voters," spokesman Matt Dorsey said. "Failure to do so
invalidates the petition."
The city Redevelopment Agency commission voted in 2006 to place the Bayview area under the jurisdiction of the
redevelopment agency -- and the decision was later ratified by the Board of Supervisors. The redevelopment plan
would cover 1,400 acres, the largest such project in San Francisco history.
The Redevelopment Agency promises to clean up blight, build affordable housing and stimulate business, relying in
part on its ability to finance projects with bonds that will be paid off with future property tax revenue. But opponents
fear that the city will take property under eminent domain and that private developers' desire for profit will drive up
housing prices and lead to gentrification.
In September, the city Elections Department certified that O'Flynn and other redevelopment opponents had gathered
more than the 21,615 valid signatures of registered voters needed to qualify a referendum on the redevelopment plan
for the November 2007 ballot.
Six days after the petitions were submitted, Herrera advised the clerk of the Board of Supervisors not to call an
election because the petitions used to gather the signatures didn't contain the text of the redevelopment plan.
In December, a group called Defend the Bayview-Hunters Point Committee filed a lawsuit asking the Superior
Court to review and reverse the city attorney opinion.
Elections law experts said that the case presents a close call, but that the city attorney's opinion has merit.
"The city attorney may have a very good argument," said Sky Woodruff, a lawyer with the Oakland-based
municipal law firm Meyers Nave. "California courts have said that if opponents want to overturn a land-use plan,
they actually have to attach the plan or have it available on site."
Mayor Gavin Newsom recently announced a plan whereby Miami-based Lennar Corp. would lead a project to build
thousands of homes and commercial development at Candlestick Point and connect it to a new 49ers football
stadium at the nearby Hunters Point Shipyard.
Under the jurisdiction of the city's Redevelopment Agency, bonds could be issued to pay for roads, sewers and
parks. Then the bonds would be paid back with new property tax dollars generated by development in the area.


City Sells Hunters Point to Lennar as Activists Revive Referendum
by Paul Hogarth,
Beyond Chron
Tuesday Apr 17th, 2007
Opponents of the Bayview Redevelopment Plan – who last year gathered 33,000 signatures to challenge it at the
ballot box – yesterday filed for a court injunction to get the City to validate the signatures. Last September, City
Attorney Dennis Herrera issued an opinion that the signatures were invalid because the petitions did not include all
500 pages of the Plan. If upheld, Herrera’s opinion would effectively eviscerate
<http://www.beyondchron.org/news/index.php?itemid=3697>  the right to challenge any law by referendum – as no
petition-gatherer can be reasonably expected to carry the equivalent of two phonebooks.


Now, under the auspices of keeping the 49ers in San Francisco, Redevelopment plans to give away a large portion
of Bayview-Hunters Point to the Lennar Corporation. Yesterday, the Board of Supervisors Land Use Committee
reviewed a plan for the area – with a new football stadium, biotech businesses and high-rise condominiums. Because
it’s now a Redevelopment area, the Supervisors can’t do anything about it. And when Brian O’Flynn spoke during
public comment about the Bayview Referendum that if successful could sink the whole project, Supervisor Sophie
Maxwell cut him off and said they weren’t talking about the Redevelopment Plan.


Lennar, a Florida-based real estate corporation, has a bad track record of broken promises when it comes to
affordable housing. In Orange County, low-income families who sought to buy an “affordable home” from Lennar
were required <http://www.beyondchron.org/news/index.php?itemid=3810>  to make a 50% down payment. In
Oakland, Lennar dropped <http://www.beyondchron.org/news/index.php?itemid=4020>  plans to build 850 units of
housing downtown because the City might require some of them to be affordable. And in Hunters Point, Lennar
broke <http://www.beyondchron.org/news/index.php?itemid=3810>  its promise to build 400 units of rental housing
– because the rental market was not “profitable.”
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The project released yesterday would have Lennar redevelop all of Candlestick Point (where the 49ers stadium is
currently located) and the Hunters Point Shipyard. A new stadium would be built at Hunters Point Shipyard, and
8,500 homes would be built at both Candlestick Point and the Shipyard – including some high-rise towers. There
would be 300 acres of open space, 80,000 square feet of retail, and 150,000 square feet of office space. According to
Kofi Bonner of Lennar, the retail would include stores like Bed Bath & Beyond and the office space would include
some light industry and biotech.


More controversially, the plan would demolish the Alice Griffith Housing Project – but with “no resident
displacement.” Residents of the public housing complex have been worried about the future, and the Supervisors in
recent months have attempted to assuage such concerns. But while the Board passed a non-binding resolution in
February supporting <http://www.beyondchron.org/news/index.php?itemid=4197>  the tenants and requesting true
affordable replacements, they also endorsed Lennar’s plan to redevelop the project. With Lennar’s track record of
broken promises, who’s to say they won’t renege on this one too?


Opponents of Redevelopment have called the new plan a “Trojan Horse” for developers. “The real reason is not to
keep the 49ers,” said Brian O’Flynn, “but to push more luxury housing in Hunter’s Point. It’s to allow Lennar to
build market-rate housing, and ‘affordable’ housing that won’t be available to most residents. The Yorks [who own
the 49ers] don’t even like the proposed location [for the stadium] due to traffic chokeholds.”


At the Hearing, Supervisor Jake McGoldrick injected a healthy dose of skepticism about the project – but couldn’t
escape the fact that he can’t control what Redevelopment does. “Why are we using Lennar as a sole-source
contract,” he asked Michael Cohen of the Mayor’s Office. “Shouldn’t we at least open this to competitive bidding?”


Cohen’s response to that question was not re-assuring. Lennar has the legal exclusive right to the Hunters Point
Shipyard, he said, as they were selected in a process back in 1999 – when Hunters Point (but not the rest of the area)
was already a Redevelopment Area. “To combine these two projects – address the 49ers concern, and keep up the
promise to plan in the Candlestick Point area – Lennar has to be a part of the process.”


McGoldrick asked Kofi Bonner of Lennar if they have a “Plan B” if the 49ers leave the City. Bonner
unconvincingly replied that they “hadn’t been thinking” about it, although – as we reported
<http://www.beyondchron.org/news/index.php?itemid=4189>  in February – there’s no way that the 49ers will build
at the Shipyard. Lennar won’t admit this fact because, while the entire project has been packaged as an effort to keep
the 49ers in town, the real motivation is for Lennar to make a fortune.


McGoldrick’s questions needed to be asked, and if answered truthfully would have exposed the ruse that is this
project. But the problem is that the fix is already in. Last May, the Board of Supervisors voted 7-4 to make all of
Bayview-Hunters Point a Redevelopment Area – which means they can’t control who gets the lucrative contracts or
what kind of development gets built.


Which brings us back to the Referendum campaign – which if successful would get rid of Redevelopment in
Bayview-Hunters Point, allowing Jake McGoldrick and others real oversight in the area. Brian O’Flynn spoke
during public comment about the referendum campaign, and how it could prevent the “powers-that-be from
transferring control of the community to the Lennar Corporation.”


But Sophie Maxwell interrupted him and wouldn’t let him finish. “This is not about the Redevelopment Plan,” she
said sternly. “This is about the Stadium Plan.” First, I have never seen a Supervisor so rudely cut off a speaker
during a hearing – where members of the public are generally allowed three minutes to comment. Second, the
Stadium Plan wouldn’t exist without the Redevelopment Plan – so it was perfectly legitimate.


At a press conference before the Hearing, advocates for the Bayview Referendum announced that they had filed for
injunctive relief on behalf of the 33,000 San Franciscans who had signed the petition to put the Redevelopment Plan
on the ballot. “What is at stake here,” said O’Flynn, “is not just the right of Bayview people to self-determination.
But also the entire right of the referendum.”


“Redevelopment destroyed the Western Addition,” said Bayview resident Charlie Walker. “And now they’re
destroying Bayview-Hunters Point. Black people are not leaving San Francisco – we are being driven out.”
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If the court approves the injunction, San Francisco voters will finally get to weigh in on this contentious issue.








From: Amy Brownell
To: Lopes, Marilyn
Cc: Bruss, Andrea; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Whitcomb,


James H CIV NAVFAC SW; McFadden, Patricia A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West;
Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West;
kbrasaemle@techlawinc.com; Ripperda.Mark@epamail.epa.gov; RSteenson@waterboards.ca.gov;
RMiya@dtsc.ca.gov; Kloss.Sarah@epamail.epa.gov


Subject: November 18 Site walk for HPSY Records of Survey for Parcels B & G
Date: Thursday, September 30, 2010 2:46:24 PM


Marilyn:


OK - please hold November 18th for the site walk for the Parcels G and B
property surveys.


I'm cc'ing the Navy and Regulatory Agencies some of them will attend this
site walk with us.  Please mark your calendars for the G and B site walks
on November 18.


I will let the Navy pick the time that works best for them.  I'm guessing
we will need about two hours maybe less.  We will have to walk all the
Parcel G boundary.  For Parcel B, we will need to walk the boundary between
Parcel B and C and the boundary between Parcel B and IR7/18.  In my
opinion, we do not need to walk the Parcel B and A boundary because that
was already surveyed for the Parcel A transfer.


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


                                                                          
             "Lopes, Marilyn"                                             
             <Marilyn.Lopes@sf                                            
             dpw.org>                                                   To
                                       "Bruss, Andrea"                    
             09/27/2010 10:21          <Andrea.Bruss@sfgov.org>           
             AM                                                         cc
                                       "Brownell, Amy"                    
                                       <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>           
                                                                   Subject
                                       RE: Revised proposal for HPSY      
                                       Records of Survey for Parcels B & G
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Hi Andrea,
October 26th does not work but Nov. 18th should be fine.
Thank you.


Marilyn Lopes, PLS
Chief Surveyor
City and County of San Francisco
Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping
875 Stevenson St., Room 410
(415) 554-5901 (direct)
(415) 554-5324 (fax)


From: Andrea Bruss [mailto:Andrea.Bruss@sfgov.org]
Sent: Friday, September 24, 2010 5:59 PM
To: Lopes, Marilyn
Cc: Brownell, Amy
Subject: Re: Revised proposal for HPSY Records of Survey for Parcels B & G


Marilyn-
Are you available on either of the below dates for the site walk?
Thanks


October 26 anytime after 11 am
or
November 18 anytime
............................................................................................................


Andrea Bruss
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
Direct: (415) 554-6661
Fax: (415) 554-4565
Andrea.Bruss@sfgov.org
www.oewd.org
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From: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV


OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Jensen, Dane
C CIV NAVFAC SW; Knight, Darren CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West


Subject: RE: HPS Early Transfer Schedule Adjustments from Feb 20 Meeting
Date: Thursday, February 21, 2008 10:21:58 AM


Does this Parcel 49 file replace the one you sent yesterday called "parcel 49 changes".  Both files list a revision date
of Jan 9, 2008 in the footer


Douglas Gilkey, AICP
Base Closure Manager
Hunters Point - Treasure Island - Barbers Point
BRAC PMO West, 1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900
San Diego, CA 92108-4310


619-532-0949 Phone
619-532-0983 Fax
douglas.gilkey@navy.mil


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2008 7:31
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC
SW; Knight, Darren CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West
Subject: FW: HPS Early Transfer Schedule Adjustments from Feb 20 Meeting


 Here are the Parcel B and Parcel 49 early transfer schedules. 


The transfer documents have been tweaked to be worked on concurrently.  The City has agreed that the rad work
does not have to done before the CDR is submitted for Parcel B.  However, the transfer will be not be accepted until
the work and completion reports are completed.


We will be talking about these items today during our conference call at 11am.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 20, 2008 16:13
To: Amy Brownell; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: HPS Early Transfer Schedule Adjustments from Feb 20 Meeting


Attached are pdf files for Parcels 49 and B reflecting the changes made during our meeting.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
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Fax:  619-525-7186








From: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Carsillo, William R CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: Can I lease part of HP for Environmental Services?
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2007 9:07:36 AM
Importance: High


A question to consider.  If I identify a parcel on Hunters Point, say Parcel 49, that may be used for a stadium.  And
say that the value of the stadium lease will be $XM per year.  Can I enter into a lease or LIFOC with the city and
obtain environmental services for the value of the lease?  Following that thought, could I convert the artists and
police leases to obtain environmental services instead of the cash?


Douglas Gilkey, AICP
Base Closure Manager
Hunters Point - Treasure Island - Barbers Point
BRAC PMO West, 1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900
San Diego, CA 92108-4310


619-532-0949 Phone
619-532-0983 Fax
douglas.gilkey@navy.mil
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From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Bui, An H CIV OASN


(I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: early transfer schedule &
Date: Thursday, January 10, 2008 5:51:20 PM
Importance: High


 Can you guys help out with this?


Mel


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2008 10:21
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: early transfer schedule &
Importance: High


Melanie,
I need to know which technical/construction related reports can be completed after the FOSET public comment
period. This is critical. The City comments state that all documents supporting the FOSET must be complete or at
draft final stage when the FOSET goes out for public review. The comments specifies the ETCA, LUC, AOC and
RMP. This implies that all completion reports will also be near completion when the FOSET goes to public review.
The City's modified schedule shows only the UC2 closeout report and the Parcel 49 groundwater treatment going
past the FOSET/transfer documents.


I need a quick response please.


Steve


________________________________


From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Thu 1/3/2008 1:01 PM
To: Hall, Steve
Subject: FW: early transfer schedule &


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2008 12:38
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: early transfer schedule &


OK to talk tomorrow about ET sched timeline but can you call me today about some modified ideas on the
interim/contingency parking solutions so you can start thinking about them?
has to do with the attached map that you sent me in beginning of December vs. just using planned permanent areas
as contingency thx a
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             "Kito, Melanie R


             CIV NAVFAC SW"


             <melanie.kito@nav
To
             y.mil>                    "Amy Brownell"


                                       <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>, "Forman,
             01/03/2008 11:51          Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


             AM                        West" <keith.s.forman@navy.mil>


cc


Subject
                                       RE: early transfer schedule &


Amy,


We are working on that today and will have a better answer for you soon.
Lets talk more tomorrow regarding timeline.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2008 11:01
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: early transfer schedule &


Keith and Melanie:


Happy New Year


are one or both of you around today?
need to talk about your timeline for modifications to early transfer schedule and also a couple of issues related to
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contingency or interim parking solution - both issues somewhat urgent because we have promised some info to NFL
reps by Jan 15 and so we need answers from you before then so we can take that info reformat and put in memo
we're writing to them.


please call me at my desk


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 910
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3964
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


(See attached file: parking areas orientation_without topo.pdf)








From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey,


Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West


Cc: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO


Subject: HPS news clips 21JUN07
Date: Thursday, June 21, 2007 8:35:12 AM


NFL execs tour San Francisco site for 49ers stadium
49ERS' YORK SAYS TEAM REMAINS DEVOTED TO SANTA CLARA MOVE
By Mike Swift
San Jose Mercury News
Article Launched: 06/19/2007 01:35:48 AM PDT
NFL officials toured San Francisco's proposed site for a new 49ers stadium on Monday, just two days after the
company that controls the 49ers' preferred site in Santa Clara said it opposes the South Bay stadium plan next to
Great America.
San Francisco Mayor Gavin Newsom used the NFL visit to declare San Francisco's site as superior to Santa Clara's.
The mayor told reporters that the NFL wants the 49ers to stay in the city, and that Santa Clara has "no way to
justify" spending more than $160 million on a stadium, which could lure the team south for the 2012 season.
Does that mean Santa Clara's stadium bid is in trouble? Not at all, said Jed York, the son of 49ers owners John and
Denise DeBartolo York.
"We're still focused 100 percent on Santa Clara, and I think we're getting pretty close to something in Santa Clara,"
Jed York said in an interview with the Mercury News. "I think we are getting close to the point where we see there's
a big light at the end of the tunnel."
In one of ownership's most positive statements yet about the team's ongoing talks with Santa Clara, Jed York said he
is confident the team can work out its issues with the company that controls the city-owned land where the stadium
would be built. Cedar Fair Entertainment Co. opposes the stadium plan because of concerns about effects on its
Great America amusement park.
The 49ers, Santa Clara officials and Peter Crage, Cedar Fair's chief financial officer, are expected to meet July 10 or
11 to begin addressing the amusement park company's concerns about parking and the effects on Great America
during stadium construction.
The NFL officials will tour the Santa Clara stadium site today, and meet with Santa Clara Mayor Patricia Mahan,
who is unlikely to be as caustic as Newsom was Monday about his rivals to the south.
San Francisco "has a better proposal, with all due respect to Santa Clara," Newsom said, referring to the bay-side
location of Hunters Point. "It should make the NFL pause and reflect on the fact that it makes no sense whatsoever
for the 49ers to leave and go down next to Highway 101 and an amusement park."
Newsom also questioned the wisdom of Santa Clara officials, who are considering whether to contribute $160
million to the stadium, as well as the multimillion-dollar cost of moving an electric substation.
"Any city that wants to put $200 million up, I can assure you the worst investment you can make is an NFL
stadium," Newsom said in remarks to reporters. "I just don't know how they can justify it. That being said, I guess
that's up to them and the folks down there."
After meeting with Newsom in City Hall, the NFL executives drove to the former Hunters Point naval shipyard, a
Superfund site that is being cleaned up by the U.S. Navy and developed by Lennar Corp. After passing mounds of
contaminated soil covered with plastic tarps, a three-car caravan of city officials and Lennar executives drove the
NFL executives to the top of a hill that offers commanding views of San Francisco Bay and downtown.
Neil Glat, a senior vice president with the NFL, called the view "pretty terrific."
Hunters Point is "right there on the water and could be a special place, but the devil's always in the details and those
infrastructure issues can be thorny issues," and environmental "remediation issues can be time-consuming and
costly," he said.
Today, the 49ers will be showing off the highway and transit connections in Santa Clara - one glaring weakness at
Hunters Point. The NFL is not planning to tell the 49ers which site to pick, Glat said.
Asked about Newsom's statement that "the NFL would like to see the 49ers stay in San Francisco," Glat said the
NFL had made no statement to that effect.
A big part of the NFL's agenda Monday was to check on Monster Park, the aging city-owned edifice that will
remain the 49ers' home until a new stadium is built. Four nationally televised games are scheduled at Monster in the
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coming season, including the first Monday Night Football game when the Arizona Cardinals visit San Francisco on
Sept. 10.
In April, after years of angry correspondence between the 49ers and the city that the city's poor maintenance had led
to public safety concerns at the stadium, city parks officials agreed to provide the team $10.3 million in rent credits
to make repairs.
City officials Monday showed off some of the stadium's old escalators, clogged with leaves and other debris, that
are to be repaired or refurbished before the start of the season. The stadium's parking lot, restrooms and elevators are
also being repaired.
Asked about perceptions that Monster Park is perhaps the worst stadium in the league, Glat said: "It's far from state
of the art at this point in time."


NFL officials tour proposed 49ers stadium sites
ASSOCIATED PRESS
8:25 p.m. June 19, 2007
SANTA CLARA – National Football League executives on Tuesday toured a Silicon Valley site where the 49ers
want to build a new stadium, a day after San Francisco's mayor gave his pitch to keep the team in the city.
Santa Clara Mayor Patricia Mahan and team owner John York and his son, Jed, escorted NFL executives Neil Glat
and Eric Grubman on a walk from the 49ers headquarters to the team's preferred site near a theme park and the city's
convention center.
“This site, we believe, would give the fans a great game-day experience and that's what it's all about: doing what's
best for the 49ers and doing what's best for the fans,” Mahan said.
The new stadium is expected to cost $854 million, and 49ers executives have said they plan to ask the NFL for a
$150 million loan to complete the project because a fund the league once had to help finance stadiums is depleted.
The 49ers want to build a new home venue because Monster Park, the San Francisco stadium where the team now
plays, is outdated and the team does not think the site is suitable for what it has in mind.
On Monday, San Francisco Mayor Gavin Newsom briefed the league officials on the city's proposal to build a new
stadium at the former Hunters Point Naval Shipyard along San Francisco Bay, a federal Superfund site long plagued
by toxic pollution.
City officials have said the shipyard can be cleaned up in time to open a new stadium in 2012.
After Tuesday's tour, Glat called the Santa Clara site “beautiful” and “very doable for an NFL facility” but said he
didn't want to compare it to Hunters Point.
“Every site is different and every site has different potential and different opportunities,” he said.
Niners owners favor a Santa Clara theme park parking lot south of the city as their top location, although Great
America park officials recently announced they oppose the plan over concerns it could hurt their business.
The NFL cannot directly dictate where the 49ers build a new stadium, but historically the league has lent teams
money for new arenas. Three-quarters of NFL teams also must approve a team's move.
The 49ers announced in November they had abandoned a decade-long attempt to build a stadium at Candlestick
Point, its San Francisco home since 1971, and planned to move to Santa Clara.








From: Amy Brownell
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Cc: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: Parcel G ROS for review
Date: Tuesday, April 19, 2011 8:40:07 AM


thanks for feedback - will submit revised when ready for your review


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


                                                                          
             "Larson,                                                     
             Elizabeth A CIV                                              
             OASN (EI&E), BRAC                                          To
             PMO West"                 "Amy Brownell"                     
             <elizabeth.larson         <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>           
             @navy.mil>                                                 cc
                                       "Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW"    
             04/19/2011 08:29          <melanie.kito@navy.mil>, "Forman,  
             AM                        Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO  
                                       West" <keith.s.forman@navy.mil>    
                                                                   Subject
                                       RE: Parcel G ROS for review        
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          


Amy,


Our cadastral did a quick look at the map, and had the following
original comments...


-The map is missing bearings and distances. I am assuming parcel G is
the northerly parcel on the map the lines are darker than the southerly
parcel, there is nothing on the map denoting parcel G.


-Needs a tie to an existing base boundary or ROS, needs coordinates, no
found or set monuments on the map.


-There are street names through the legend, north arrow and ROS title
block.
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-The map should have an inset showing the relationship of the parcel to
the base, if most people looked at the parcel they would not have a clue
where this parcel is located.


Please have your folks fix the map prior to further Navy review, we
should not be doing their QC.


Thanks, Beth


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2011 14:55
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: Fw: Parcel G ROS for review


making sure you received this


let me know if any questions


Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 04/15/2011 02:55 PM -----


             Amy


             Brownell/DPH/SFGO


             V
To
                                       beth Larson, melanie kito, keith


             04/05/2011 12:52          forman


             PM
cc
                                       Andrea Bruss/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV


Subject
                                       Fw: Parcel G ROS for review
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Hi Beth, Melanie and Keith:


Can you please review the attached Parcel G Record of Survey with the
appropriate Navy personnel.


Can you send us your comments by Friday, April 22?


let me know if you have any questions.


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 04/05/2011 12:44 PM -----


             "Lopes, Marilyn"


             <Marilyn.Lopes@sf


             dpw.org>
To
                                       "Bruss, Andrea"


             03/10/2011 02:39          <Andrea.Bruss@sfgov.org>,


             PM                        "Brownell, Amy"


                                       <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>


cc
                                       "Hanley, Robert"


                                       <Robert.Hanley@sfdpw.org>,
"Storrs,
                                       Bruce" <Bruce.Storrs@sfdpw.org>


Subject
                                       Parcel G ROS for review







Good Afternoon,
Attached please find the draft version of the Parcel G Record of Survey.
Notes have been added to aid in your review (they will be removed upon
final submittal).
Please review and let us know your comments.
Thank you very much.


Marilyn Lopes, PLS
Chief Surveyor
City and County of San Francisco
Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping
875 Stevenson St., Room 410
(415) 554-5901 (direct)
(415) 554-5324 (fax)
 (See attached file: ROS 6337 Parcel G-SHEET 1 (18 X 26).pdf)(See
attached
file: ROS 6337 Parcel G-SHEET 2 (18 X 26).pdf)








From: Carsillo, William R CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Retrocession of Jurisdiction
Date: Tuesday, January 15, 2008 1:28:30 PM


Per our discussion, agree retrocession would be necessary if there were areas to be used by the City under a LIFOC. 
The Conveyance Agreement did not address this issue as such.  It covers security matters under the Protection and
Maint. provisions.  Also, as discussed, if we do a LIFOC with the City we probably need to modify the Conveyance
Agr to set it up since the LIFOC includes a firm commitment by the City to take title to the property when it is
FOSTed.  Bill


-----Original Message-----
From: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2008 17:42
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Carsillo, William R CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: Retrocession of Jurisdiction


Team,


We should consider whether retrocession of jurisdiction covering the "exclusive" portions of HPS is advisable.  At
this point, there are portions of HPS that can be policed by the City and Navy and there are portions that can only be
policed by the Navy.  That is, there are portions of the base on which the San Francisco Police Department has no
authority to make arrests.  This can be confusing and interfere with law enforcement efforts.  When Parcels D2 and
49 are conveyed, there could be an even more complicated hodgepodge of jurisdictions. This may become more of a
problem once the stadium is built and the base becomes a draw for people throughout the region.  For these reasons,
we may want to couple the transfer of Parcel 49 to a general retrocession of jurisdiction on the "exclusive" (partial)
areas of federal jurisdiction.
If so, the retrocession process could be incorporated into the HPS Early Transfer Schedule.


John
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From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman,


Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Subject: HPS/49er news clip 19JUN07
Date: Tuesday, June 19, 2007 8:02:12 AM


NFL to visit possible 49er's sites
Phillip Matier, Andrew Ross <mailto:matierandross@sfchronicle.com>
SF Chronicle
Monday, June 18, 2007


Scouting report: National Football League executives will be in town today for a meeting with Newsom and other
city officials about their plans for a new 49ers stadium at the old Hunters Point Naval Shipyard, as well as a tour of
the site.
The meeting comes amid signs that the 49ers' preferred plan in Santa Clara has hit a serious obstacle.
Ohio-based Cedar Fair -- the owner of the Great America theme park that controls the Santa Clara parking lot where
the team wants to build a stadium -- told the San Jose Mercury News that it opposes the project.
49ers spokeswoman Lisa Lang said Sunday that the team hasn't spoken to Cedar Fair since the two sides met March
15. The company also has not responded to a pair of faxes the team sent to update the company and solicit feedback,
she said.
At issue: the 8,100 parking spaces Great America needs for its customers under its agreement with the city. Many of
those spaces would have to be eliminated or moved to make way for the stadium.
"Their concerns are very valid," Lang said. "We hope this is a bump in the road, not a major roadblock."
But before you read too much into the NFL crew's visit to San Francisco, we should note that the league execs will
also visit Santa Clara on Tuesday.
"We are focused on Santa Clara and that is where our primary effort is now,'' 49ers consultant Peter Hillan said.
"San Francisco continues to try to provide an alternative site, so it makes sense for representatives of the NFL to see
both sites."
As for San Francisco being the first stop?
"I wouldn't read anything into that," Hillan said. "It's the scheduling -- first does not mean first."
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From: McFadden, Patricia A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV


OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Asuncion, Melecio S Civ OASN(I&E) BRAC PMO West; "Bill.Dougherty@tteci.com"; Appell, Bruce P CIV OASN


(I&E) BRAC PMO West; Delong, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: PG&E delayed schedule for Parcel 49
Date: Tuesday, January 15, 2008 3:49:32 PM


We met with PG&E today out at Hunters Point.  There are 3 utilities holding up H Street Clearance, electrical,
natural gas, and telephone.   All of these rely on work being completed by PG&E. 


The PG&E time line is not looking good and it is well beyond the 1/20 date that we requested in our application. 


The Navy's contractor has 10 days work left on Cochran.  While there is still other work they can continue, the
production time on Parcel 49 is lost with every day of delay from PG&E after that. 


PG&E gave us a schedule as follows:
Complete the line relocation design in 1-2 weeks,
Award a contract in 6 weeks, and
Install the rerouted power to B606 in another 3 weeks and
Demo the poles and lines along H Street    ??? weeks. 


That puts the best date PG&E is willing to give us is early April.   Unacceptable.


PG&E could not commit on the demolition of the H Street facilities which needs to be completed for the Navy to
start the next portion of Parcel 49.  We are also trying to get PG&E to think ahead to our existing request to demo or
relocation PG&E facilities on Spear for the next phase of the work.  There was some reluctance on PG&E to
consider those additional tasks at this time, even though it was part of our initial request. 


We did talk about the logistics to make sure that B606 has power and we also met with AT&T reps to discuss the
phone line transfer from below ground to above ground.  Currently the phone lines to B606 also run along H Street. 
These need to be moved and ideally would move to the new PG&E poles once they are in place under a joint pole
agreement.  We have to further discuss this with AT&T.  We also talked about moving the MPOE out of B813 to
simplify phone access.  This is complicated by PG&E's reluctance to move or cut the lines on Spear.  PG&E wants
to keep Spear so that they have a loop to provide backup power to areas when there are problems.   


The Navy will be responsible for pulling the inactive lines and poles from in front of B606 before PG&E can put in
the new poles and lines.  (TT would complete)


Yesterday we met with the SFPD and they are proceeding with their plans to convert their boilers to propane.  They
did not have a schedule, but they will have some preliminary design drawings soon.  We asked that they keep us
informed so we can avoid any plan changes.  We also stated that subgrade work might be better completed by the
Navy if it's within cleanup sites to avoid further delay.  At some point it may be more cost effective to consider
having our idle contractor complete this work so that it is one less hurdle in the way for clearing H Street.  B606
wants to be kept informed of the progress and since power will be down for one day during the switch to the new
lines so we need to make sure that SFPD is prepared for that. 


We need to see what the City/SFRA can do to push PG&E to complete the schedule in a  more timely fashion.  Who
is going to take that on?
I'll let the SFRA and SFPD know to plan for a one day outage when we o the switchover and that the schedule for
that will be provided once we get a better schedule from PG&E.


Let me know if you need any additional information.


Thanks,
Patricia
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From: McFadden, Patricia A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Nicole.Franklin@sfgov.org
Cc: Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV


OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West; "Alex Andrade"; Marta Bayol; Asuncion, Melecio S Civ OASN(I&E) BRAC PMO West;
"Bill.Dougherty@tteci.com"


Subject: Utility Delays at Parcel 49
Date: Friday, February 1, 2008 2:23:00 PM


Nicole:


The Navy is greatly concerned about the delays in removing the utilities from Parcel 49.  As we have stated in
previous emails, the PG&E schedule has delayed our pipe removal project and puts us several weeks beyond our
schedule. 
This email is to notify the SFRA that we will be shutting down the pipe removal portion of our contract because of
the PG&E delays.  We will continue performing all other remediation work.  These delays will hinder the transfer
date of Parcel 49 and may cause further delays as we still need to clear utilities on Spear St and then Crisp Ave in
order to complete the remediation.   


We are also concerned that we have not heard any commitment from the SFRA or the SFPD on a schedule for the
conversion of Bldg 606 from natural gas to propane.  This is also a critical part of continuing the pipe removal to
prepare Parcel 49 for transfer.  The gas line needs to be shut off in order for the Navy to continue pipe removal work
on Parcel 49 and it only serves Bldg 606. 


The completion of Parcel 49 and the work along H street are halted until the electrical lines and the gas line can be
removed from that street. 


Please provide a schedule of the SFPD propane conversion by Wednesday of next week.


Thank you,
Patricia
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From: Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E


CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


Cc: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN ( I&E ) BRAC PMO
Subject: Hunters Point Shipyard - Santa Clara, 49ers stadium deal may be soon
Date: Friday, April 3, 2009 4:04:35 PM


San Francisco chronicle - dated Friday, April 3, 2009


Santa Clara, 49ers stadium deal may be soon


A deal between the city of Santa Clara and the 49ers for a new stadium in the South Bay appears to be heating up as
relations between the team and San Francisco officials seem to be cooling off.


Santa Clara City Councilman Kevin Moore said Thursday that an agreement with the team to build a 68,500-seat
stadium near Great America could be sealed in the next couple of weeks.


"The 49ers see that the economic downturn means that there is less money available (from Santa Clara), but they've
stepped up and said they will make a deal work," Moore said.


Any contract between Santa Clara and the team would need to be approved by voters.


The 49ers declined to comment on talks with Santa Clara, but continue to say that it is their preferred place to build
a new ballpark.


Meanwhile, the team has asked San Francisco to complete a $1 million evaluation of structural issues and other
repair needs at Candlestick Park and estimate that the city owes them about $61 million in deferred maintenance.


Lisa Lang, 49ers spokeswoman, said the team meets with the city annually to determine the stadium's condition. The
team's lease runs through 2013 with options through 2023.


San Francisco has proposed a new 49ers stadium at the former Hunters Point Shipyard to try to keep the team in
town.


Mayor Gavin Newsom seemed put off by the latest news about the 49ers.


"We'll keep fighting (to keep the team)," said. "But I'm not going to lie and say I'm pleased with the fact that they
continue to belittle our chances of keeping them. Nor will I sell the soul of the city to keep them."


To read the article online, please go to:
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?
f=/c/a/2009/04/03/BAQ516RRG4.DTL&hw=NS+hunters+point&sn=005&sc=778
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From: Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito,


Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Votaw, Jill CIV OASN
(EI&E), BRAC PMO West


Subject: Hunters Point Shipyard clip dated 8/6/10
Date: Friday, August 6, 2010 10:11:55 AM


 California Chronicle dated 8/6/10


NEWSOM SIGNS HUNTERS POINTS SHIPYARD - CANDLESTICK POINT REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
LEGISLATION


California Political DeskAugust 06, 2010San Francisco, CA—Mayor Gavin Newsom signed twelve pieces of
legislation approving and enabling the Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II - Candlestick Point Redevelopment project,
the largest redevelopment project in San Francisco´s history.


"Today is a historic day for San Francisco and a testament to so many who have worked for more than a decade to
secure this critical engine for our City´s economic future," said Mayor Newsom. "I want to thank Supervisor Sophie
Maxwell for spearheading this effort throughout her entire tenure on the Board of Supervisors and our State and
Federal representatives including Speaker Pelosi and Senator Feinstein as we take a giant leap forward towards our
shared vision of jobs, housing, and hope for the Bayview-Hunters Point community."


The Hunters Point Shipyard – Candlestick Point Redevelopment project comprises more than 700 acres of
waterfront land along San Francisco´s southeastern shores. The development project is designed to provide 10,500
residential units—32% of which will be offered at below-market rates including the complete rebuild of the Alice
Griffith Public Housing site—more than 300 acres of new and restored parks and open space, including a new
"Crissy Field" of the Southeast, more than 700,000 square feet of retail and over 2.5 million square feet of
commercial space oriented around a "green" science and technology campus. The project can also accommodate an
optional site for a world-class football stadium for the San Francisco 49ers on the Shipyard.


Mayor Newsom credited members of the Southeast Community, the Bayview Hunters Point Project Area
Committee, the Shipyard Citizens Advisory Committee, Michael Cohen and the staff of the Mayor´s Office of
Economic and Workforce Development, Tim Paulson and other labor leaders, the leadership of SFOP and ACCE,
the Planning Commission, the Redevelopment Commission and other City agencies for committing hundreds of
hours to reviewing, commenting, and overseeing the extensive community based planning process for the project.


"After years of exhaustive planning, extensive cleanup, and hundreds of public hearings, we can now begin the work
of transforming the former Naval shipyard into a new vibrant center of thousands of permanent and construction
jobs, green technology investment affordable housing, and parks for our City," said Mayor Newsom.


In July, the City Controller released an economic impact report on the redevelopment that found that, at buildout,
the project is expected to increase the City´s property tax base by approximately $11 billion, contribute $6.4 to $6.6
billion annually to San Francisco´s Gross City Product, and create up to 12,000 new direct jobs and 13,000 new
indirect or "induced" jobs.


The Mayor signed twelve pieces of legislation passed by the Board of Supervisors related to the Hunters Point
Shipyard Phase II - Candlestick Point Redevelopment project:


File No. 100572 – Resolution adopting CEQA Findings for the Project


File No. 100574 – Ordinance adopting amendments to the General Plan for the Project


File No. 100575- Ordinance amending Article 31 of the Health Code


File No. 100576 – Ordinance amending the Public Works Code
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File No. 100577 - Ordinance amending the Building Code


File No. 100578 – Ordinance adopting amendments to the Zoning Maps for the Project


File No. 100579 – Ordinance adopting amendments to the Planning Code for the Project


File No. 100660 – Resolution approving the transfer of real property at Candlestick Point and a Public Trust
Exchange Agreement with the State Lands Commission/City and the Redevelopment Agency


File No. 100661 – Ordinance amending the Subdivision Code for the Project


File No. 100662 – Resolution approving a Tax Increment Allocation and Pledge Agreement for the Project


File No. 100658 – Ordinance adopting an amendment to the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan


File No. 100659 – Ordinance adopting an amendment to the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan


To read online:
http://www.californiachronicle.com/articles/view/174511 
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From: Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie


R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: FW: Feinsten Statements on 49"ers Stadium at HPS
Date: Thursday, August 30, 2007 5:09:26 PM


 Doug,


Just FYI,  some Senator Diane Feinstein quotes from the 8/27/07 City of SF chamber of commerce sponsored 49ers
booster luncheon (minutes 8-10 on part two of raw video, Mayor Newsom spoke afterwards along with John York):


Feinstein speaking about the Hunters Point remediation " . . .  So far this year, we have $8 million in the Senate
interior appropriations bill which has been approved by the appropriations committee, $4.8 million in the house
defense bill and I have requested similar funding in the senate bill, and $37 million in the military construction
spending bill and the appropriations process is not yet finished and that's about $50 million dollars.  We will
continue to do our level best to provide this funding so that the environmental remediation can be done, so that the
27 acres can be turned over to John York and the 49ers on time in order to build a new stadium."


The way I work that math is:    $8 million Senate interior appropriations bill (USEPA to MIPR to Navy?)
                                $4.8 million house defense bill and supported by same level of funding request in senate bill
                                $37 million planned Navy budget
                                $49.8 million Total


Ralph
(619)532-0912 office
(814)883-3504 cell


-----Original Message-----
From: Bill.Dougherty@tteci.com [mailto:Bill.Dougherty@tteci.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 30, 2007 11:06
To: Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: Feinsten Statements on 49'ers Stadium at HPS


FYI,


Watching TV last night and there was Sen. Feinstein making some bold statements at a 49ers luncheon yesterday. 
Here is a link to the page where you can watch the broadcast, you need listen through the entire Feinstein speech.


http://cbs5.com/sports/local_story_241210353.html


Bill sends...


Bill Dougherty
Project Manager
415-216-2731
Bill.dougherty@tteci.com


NOTICE OF CONFIDENTIALITY
This electronic message and its attachments (if any) are intended solely for the use of the addresses hereof. In
addition, this message and the attachments (if any) may contain information that is confidential, proprietary and
exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient of this message, you are
prohibited from reading, disclosing, reproducing, distributing, disseminating or otherwise using this transmission.
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Delivery of this message to any person other than the intended recipient is not intended to waive any right or
privilege. If you have received this message in error, please promptly notify the sender by reply e-mail and
immediately delete this message from your system.








From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC


SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: HPS ET Schedules
Date: Wednesday, April 2, 2008 11:19:17 AM


Miss Kito:
I did a crash review of the Parcel B and Parcel 49 Early Transfer Schedules but not the specific environmental
project schedules.


My understanding is that it's time to submit the whole schedule to the City and Regulators as the next step toward
"finalization".


Here are my comments and observations, I'd like to discuss them with key internal team players about them, asap:


1.  The FFA amendment comes too early (and it's already past due according to the March 6, 2008 schedule).  It
should run in parallel with the Deed, FOST, ETCA, LUC and AOC.  Each of these docs can start on their own
schedule, but they won't be finalized and smoothed to be consistent with last minute changes of related docs until
the deed is conveyed, because in all liklihood, the parties won't be willing to enter those other agreements (and the
reg agencies won't let us off the hook for the FFA) until the property is conveyed.  We should plan on Draft Final
(or similar adjectives) to be attached to the CDR.


2.  Note: The Supplemental EIS is already about 45 days late and I just saw an email that another 100 days are
estimated to get it awarded.


3.  Are the Parcel B and Parcel 49 ETCAs going to be a single ETCA?  I can't tell from the sched.  If they are, then
the titles should make it clear.


4.  The ETCA rollups should start ASAP, and the negotiation timeline item should be increased so that the Draft
Final ends along with the rest of the docs above.  We need to consider internal resources before we change this.


5.  The 49 FOSL was supposed to be contracted by 3/17/08, and the 49 CATEX was supposed to be complete.  On
schedule?


That's it, thanks.


I'm open this afternoon or Monday to talk with the gang.  Doug has a dentist appointment from 130 to 330ish today. 
The rest of you, please chime in on availability.


 Tx,
--TLM.


_____________________
Thomas L. Macchiarella
Deputy Base Closure Manager
Barbers Point - Hunters Point - Treasure Island
BRAC Program Management Office West
Voice: (619) 532-0987
Fax:  (619) 532-0983
thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil



mailto:thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil

mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil

mailto:douglas.gilkey@navy.mil

mailto:rex.callaway@navy.mil

mailto:rex.callaway@navy.mil

mailto:john.cummins@navy.mil

mailto:patrick.mccay@navy.mil










From: Amy Brownell
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Cc: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Andrea Bruss
Subject: RE: Parcel G ROS for review
Date: Thursday, April 21, 2011 8:55:12 AM


Beth


as to the first comment about location of Parcel G
you reviewers assumption about it being the northerly parcel is incorrect.
Parcel G is the southerly Parcel.  There were two sheets that were sent.
On the second sheet - Parcel G fills the page
the northerly parcel is labelled as ROS 5431 (which is Parcel D-2)
this new survey is ROS 6337


Before I send back to DPW for further review and changes (which we agree
are needed) - can you confirm that Melanie or Keith or someone from
environmental has reviewed?  There are some important offsets from
buildings and other features that were agreed to by all the environmental
team who accompanied the survey crew in field.  We think they have
correctly plotted the parcel based on that site walk but want to make sure
the environmental team agrees


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


                                                                          
             "Larson,                                                     
             Elizabeth A CIV                                              
             OASN (EI&E), BRAC                                          To
             PMO West"                 "Amy Brownell"                     
             <elizabeth.larson         <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>           
             @navy.mil>                                                 cc
                                       "Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW"    
             04/19/2011 08:29          <melanie.kito@navy.mil>, "Forman,  
             AM                        Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO  
                                       West" <keith.s.forman@navy.mil>    
                                                                   Subject
                                       RE: Parcel G ROS for review        
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Amy,


Our cadastral did a quick look at the map, and had the following
original comments...


-The map is missing bearings and distances. I am assuming parcel G is
the northerly parcel on the map the lines are darker than the southerly
parcel, there is nothing on the map denoting parcel G.


-Needs a tie to an existing base boundary or ROS, needs coordinates, no
found or set monuments on the map.


-There are street names through the legend, north arrow and ROS title
block.


-The map should have an inset showing the relationship of the parcel to
the base, if most people looked at the parcel they would not have a clue
where this parcel is located.


Please have your folks fix the map prior to further Navy review, we
should not be doing their QC.


Thanks, Beth


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2011 14:55
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: Fw: Parcel G ROS for review


making sure you received this


let me know if any questions


Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 04/15/2011 02:55 PM -----


             Amy


             Brownell/DPH/SFGO


             V
To
                                       beth Larson, melanie kito, keith


             04/05/2011 12:52          forman


             PM
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cc
                                       Andrea Bruss/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV


Subject
                                       Fw: Parcel G ROS for review


Hi Beth, Melanie and Keith:


Can you please review the attached Parcel G Record of Survey with the
appropriate Navy personnel.


Can you send us your comments by Friday, April 22?


let me know if you have any questions.


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 04/05/2011 12:44 PM -----


             "Lopes, Marilyn"


             <Marilyn.Lopes@sf


             dpw.org>
To
                                       "Bruss, Andrea"


             03/10/2011 02:39          <Andrea.Bruss@sfgov.org>,


             PM                        "Brownell, Amy"


                                       <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>







cc
                                       "Hanley, Robert"


                                       <Robert.Hanley@sfdpw.org>,
"Storrs,
                                       Bruce" <Bruce.Storrs@sfdpw.org>


Subject
                                       Parcel G ROS for review


Good Afternoon,
Attached please find the draft version of the Parcel G Record of Survey.
Notes have been added to aid in your review (they will be removed upon
final submittal).
Please review and let us know your comments.
Thank you very much.


Marilyn Lopes, PLS
Chief Surveyor
City and County of San Francisco
Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping
875 Stevenson St., Room 410
(415) 554-5901 (direct)
(415) 554-5324 (fax)
 (See attached file: ROS 6337 Parcel G-SHEET 1 (18 X 26).pdf)(See
attached
file: ROS 6337 Parcel G-SHEET 2 (18 X 26).pdf)








From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kesler,


Kimberly SES OASN ( I&E ) BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Ault, Melanie A CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


Subject: HPS/49er stadium news clip 10DEC09
Date: Thursday, December 10, 2009 8:52:13 AM


Santa Clarans' backup plan on 49ers stadium


John Coté
SF Chronicle
Thursday, December 10, 2009


The battle for the San Francisco 49ers to pick a home has intensified.


Under the cloud of a fresh lawsuit, a group of prominent Santa Clara residents plans to launch its own effort today to
get a stadium built in Silicon Valley.


That move comes as the developer for the proposed San Francisco site released new renderings of a stadium at
Hunters Point, showcasing the waterfront location.


Former 49ers President Carmen Policy, an adviser for San Francisco site developer Lennar Urban, said that the
Santa Clara deal still has a lot of details to be worked out and that San Francisco's site offered the chance for
perhaps "the most stunning NFL venue in the country." But the city and developer offered no substantive changes to
a stadium proposal the 49ers have passed over in favor of the South Bay plan.


Niners officials said they had not seen those images and remain focused on Santa Clara, where the team is financing
a residents group that plans today to officially launch a petition drive asking Santa Clara voters to put a stadium
proposal on the June primary ballot.


Even though the Santa Clara City Council voted unanimously early Wednesday morning to move forward with its
own ballot measure in June for a proposed 68,500-seat stadium, the pro-stadium group fears legal challenges could
derail the process.


They want a binding vote put to the people this summer - key to the team's hopes of having a new home for the 2014
football season - and say a voter initiative couldn't be held up by lawsuits like the one filed Monday challenging the
city's environmental review of the project.


"The best way to make sure that the voters' decision is ironclad, and to avoid any argument concerning the election
... is to proceed with a voter initiative rather than having the City Council put this on the ballot," said Pat Kolstad, a
former city councilman and one of the central figures in Santa Clarans for Economic Progress, which includes
former city leaders, school officials and others.


Dueling measures
The move, though, complicates the ballot process and raises the prospect of dual measures, something the team has
opposed in the past because it could be confusing to voters.


Santa Clara is facing a situation where city officials and the pro-stadium group are moving on parallel tracks, with
the council directing city staff to prepare ballot language to take up at its meeting Tuesday.


Team officials say their goal is to still have one ballot measure, and they will try to reach an agreement with the city
at that meeting.


"We're hopeful that this will all be worked out ... and there won't be two different measures," 49ers spokeswoman
Lisa Lang said.
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Team officials have been working with city staff for several months on the ballot language that will be given to the
council, and "our plan is to take the same language and file it with a voter initiative," Lang said.


If the group officially starts the initiative process today, it would need to get about 4,500 signatures in time for
certification for the June ballot.


Same goals
Vice Mayor Jamie Matthews, a stadium supporter, downplayed the possibility of competing measures.


"I don't think our goals and desired outcomes are divergent," Matthews said. "I think it will ultimately be up to the
initiative proponents to determine whether or not they feel moving forward is critical in light of the council's
actions."


The uncertainty in what will actually be put before voters comes as Cedar Fair, the Ohio-based owner of Great
America, filed a lawsuit Monday seeking to void the proposed agreement between Santa Clara and the 49ers to build
the stadium on a city-owned parking lot leased by the theme park.


The lawsuit contends the city has violated state environmental law, but an attorney for Cedar Fair wrote to city
officials that the company hopes "to put this lawsuit on a back burner" and continue negotiations on how a stadium
would impact the amusement park's business.


The lawsuit, questions over the ballot measure, and unresolved parking issues could play in San Francisco's favor,
said Policy, who is advising Mayor Gavin Newsom in his efforts to keep the team in San Francisco.


"Things aren't as easy as they appear to be in Santa Clara," he said.


Policy said the waterfront setting at a redeveloped Hunters Point shipyard would be a valuable marketing
commodity for a franchise.


The Niners, though, have long been concerned about access to the site and regularly praise the freeway, light rail
and commuter rail connections in Santa Clara.


"We're pretty busy with what we're doing here," team spokeswoman Lang said.


Next steps
Tuesday: The Santa Clara City Council will consider ballot measure language for the stadium proposal.


April: The first round of approvals in San Francisco will start for the Hunters Point/ Candlestick Point development
project. The proposal will include two options, one with a stadium, one without.


June 8: Date currently set for Santa Clara voters to decide on a stadium measure.


To read this article on line, please go to:
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2009/12/09/MNGD1B1OP3.DTL&type=49ers


___________________________________________________________


San Francisco needs to stay in stadium game


Editorial
Thursday, December 10, 2009
SF Chronicle


On Monday night, the Arizona Cardinals will be coming to San Francisco to play the 49ers on prime-time television.



http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2009/12/09/MNGD1B1OP3.DTL&type=49ers





Many fans will arrive hours early for a tailgating ritual that is always longer and more intense for the marquee night
games. The team and the city will receive national exposure, as they did when the 49ers played the Chicago Bears
on Thursday, Nov. 12.


Enjoy it. Such weeknight games might be a thing of the past if the 49ers move to Santa Clara.


Buried in the thick environmental impact report on the 49ers' proposal for a Santa Clara stadium is the team's
acknowledgement that traffic and parking issues would be significantly more challenging - perhaps even
insurmountable - on weekdays.


On Sundays, the team hopes to use vacant parking spaces from nearby businesses. The report cited the 41,000
parking stalls within a 20-minute walk of the proposed stadium as more than enough to accommodate a sellout
crowd of 68,500.


But on weekdays, many of those businesses might be reluctant to turn over their parking lots hours before a 5:30
p.m. kickoff for a Monday or Thursday game, the report noted.


The EIR said the 49ers indicated that they would "inform the NFL they will forgo weeknight games on their
schedule" for any season in which they could not secure enough parking spaces.


That is a rather startling admission from a franchise that walked away from plans for a new stadium at Candlestick
Point - where it had played many memorable Monday night games - mostly because of its access issues. The 49ers
have been equally chilly about San Francisco's offer to incorporate a football stadium into Lennar Corp.'s
redevelopment of the old Hunters Point Naval Shipyard just north of Candlestick. Again, the team's main complaint:
parking and traffic flow.


Lisa Lang, the 49ers' spokeswoman, said the Santa Clara site offers much better access than the San Francisco
option, even with the weekday problems. "There's really no comparison," she said. "The vast majority of our games
are on Sundays, and this area is built for Silicon Valley peak times."


Lang said the team has alerted the NFL to the issue, and that one solution could be to start the games later in the
evening. While a 7:30 or 8 p.m. kickoff might work better for local fans, it would deprive the team - and the city that
is helping to build this $937 million sports palace - of a truly national audience.


In a phone interview, Mayor Gavin Newsom pointed out that, even as the 49ers look south, San Francisco has
steadily worked through its checklist for the Hunters Point stadium option: toxic cleanup, voter approval, state
legislation for land swaps. Newsom said the city has put together a "packaged project" that "with respect to Santa
Clara, they simply can't offer, which is a world-class waterfront site."


The Lennar development is poised to proceed over the next 15 years with or without the stadium.


"We've done our part," Newsom insisted. "The question is, how long can we keep this possibility open without
hindering the development?"


Santa Clara's City Council voted Tuesday night to move toward a June 8 election on the stadium plan. But with the
serious parking challenges, and the complications of a lawsuit by neighboring amusement park Great America, this
is a long way from a done deal. San Francisco needs to stay in the game.


To read this article on line, with reader comments, please go to:
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2009/12/09/EDSC1B1L2F.DTL
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From: Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith


S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kesler, Kimberly SES
OASN ( I&E ) BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


Subject: City of Brisbane talks won"t divert 49ers" focus from Santa Clara
Date: Friday, May 16, 2008 10:51:12 AM


San Jose Mercury News - CA, USA
Brisbane talks won't divert 49ers' focus from Santa Clara
By Denis C. Theriault and Mike Swift
Mercury News
Article Launched: 05/13/2008 06:21:16 PM PDT
Have Your Say!
SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT (publ. 05/15/08, page 2A)
An article about the San Francisco 49ers' stadium discussions with Brisbane incorrectly stated the city does not have
a Caltrain stop. Caltrain's Bayshore station is in Brisbane.
The Brisbane 49ers?
Team officials have been quietly chatting about a stadium with the small city on San Francisco's doorstep, a sleepy
burg of 3,500 with neither a Caltrain nor a BART stop. The talks come ahead of crucial milestones involving the
team's two other main suitors for a new home: San Francisco will vote June 3 on a stadium redevelopment project at
Hunters Point, while the front-runner, Santa Clara, hopes to have a financing plan with the team by July.
So does Brisbane's emergence mean team officials are looking to hedge their bets? Yes - and no.
The 49ers remain focused on Santa Clara, where negotiations have recently intensified. And Brisbane? City leaders
say the team recently approached them about adding a stadium to a development considered on an old waterfront
landfill known as the Baylands. It remains a longshot, a team spokeswoman said Tuesday - more insurance policy,
at this point, than anything else.
"It's about providing more options," said Lisa Lang, the 49ers spokeswoman. "The more alternative locations we
have, the better."
But that longshot could receive a more serious look later this summer. Polls show voters in San Francisco could help
scuttle the Hunters Point project by supporting a competing measure that calls for more affordable housing on the
site that developers fear would make the project untenable.
And stadium opponents have questioned whether a deal to build a $916 million stadium in Santa Clara, on a Great
America parking lot, will actually materialize, given the theme park owner's objections and other financial
differences.
With a deadline approaching, Santa Clara and the 49ers have added a second weekly negotiation session.
One major item the 49ers and the city are discussing, Assistant City Manager Ron Garratt said, is a direct land-lease
payment that the 49ers would make to Santa Clara's general fund. The team's original proposal calls for $5 million
in yearly rent to a new, city-run stadium authority, but no direct payments to the general fund.
The city also is holding firm on a proposed $136 million investment toward the facility, plus $42 million for a
parking garage and the cost of relocating a utility substation.
Garratt declined to speculate whether the talks will succeed. He also noted the continuing, parallel talks between the
49ers and Cedar Fair, the Ohio-based owner of Cedar Fair, about a possible sale of the theme park to the team.
Last month, the city sent a letter to Cedar Fair stating it could go forward with the 68,500-seat project without the
theme park operator's approval. But doing so would raise other hurdles, including a costly requirement to build extra
parking. The theme park leases city land and is guaranteed parking nearby.
Of course, the fact that discussions have been progressing in Santa Clara - a non-binding ballot measure is planned
for November - has kept the city ahead of San Francisco.
That comes even though voters appear to be favoring Proposition G - a development plan for more than 700 acres at
Hunters Point and Candlestick Point that would feature a 49ers stadium along with about 10,000 housing units, retail
space, and industrial and commercial space.
But Mayor Gavin Newsom's administration is extremely worried about Proposition F, a competing measure that
would require half of that housing to be affordable. City officials say that if F carries, it would effectively kill the
plan.
Given the millions of dollars needed to revitalize the former Hunters Point shipyard and Candlestick Point, "a 50
percent below-market requirement is utterly and completely infeasible," said Michael Cohen, the San Francisco
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official overseeing the Hunters Point project.
Lennar, the developer selected by San Francisco to develop Hunters Point and Candlestick Point, calls Prop. F a
"poison pill."
So what does Brisbane City Manager Clay Holstine think of all this? He's waiting, too.
"It's in everyone's interest to keep some options on the table," he said of a stadium landing on his city's waterfront.
"Brisbane isn't saying this is absolutely the use we want - we're just saying we're open to looking at it."








From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito,


Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Suzette (home); Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: HPS/49ers Blog
Date: Friday, June 5, 2009 9:21:04 AM


04 Jun Santa Clara City Council Adopts Stadium Deal


Posted by: Eric Melendez
Niner Noise blog
4 June 09


After a 6 ½ hour debate and listening to Santa Clara residents in favor and opposed to building the Niner’s a new
stadium the Santa Clara City Council voted 5-2 in favor of adopting the proposal. Now it is up to the citizens to vote
their approval for the building of a new stadium which will likely come in March or April 2010. Here is what the
city council is asking of the voters:


Use $79 million in public money to fund some of the construction costs.
Create a new tax on hotel guests at eight nearby hotels that will generate $35 million for additional stadium funding.
No new taxes on Santa Clara residents will be created. (This is a huge deal for residents. Certainly taxing visitors in
a hotel tax is fine, but not Santa Clara locals.)
Head joke Jed York is touting the proposal as great for residents because whether or not they like football or the
49ers it will make Santa Clara “a better place to live, to work and play.” Really York? So what about San
Franciscans? The love of the 49ers goes back to 1946 when the team was first established and the 49er Faithful
bleed red and gold. Based on York’s logic will San Francisco now become a worse place to live, work and play
without an NFL team? The way the York’s are going about the proposal will alienate not only die hard Niner fans
but the city of San Francisco as well. If the deal with Santa Clara is rejected does that mean they will fall back to the
San Francisco proposals? How many bridges will have been burnt down by the York’s come spring 2010 in trying
to get approval for Santa Clara? Mayor Gavin Newsom has been quoted this week as saying the deal is bad for the
South Bay city and the money could be used towards something better like schools and education. This will be the
first of many attempts by Mayor Newsom and The City to keep the 49ers in S.F. Most of the public who attended
the hearing were in favor of the proposal but it has been said that currently there is a 50-50 chance it would get
approved by voters. With the vote not expected until spring 2010 that leaves plenty of time for both the York Family
and San Francisco to use public relations to sway the voters against or in favor of the stadium. I guarantee you S.F.
will not let the 49ers just walk out of town without a fight. Expect Mayor Newsom and company to use everything
they can which might include passing legislation requiring only sports team within city limits to be able to use San
Francisco is their name. Also we might see a fight for the 49ers team name in which only a team in S.F. can use.
This would be a last resort but expect San Francisco city officials to leave nothing off the table.


What to Do?


I am all for a new 49ers stadium. The current stadium Candlestick Park is crumbling and it is not uncommon for
anyone who has been to the stadium to not feel safe when walking around. But the 49ers are San Francisco and San
Francisco is the 49ers. The first major sports team to come to San Fran was the 49ers. The way the York’s have
balked at proposals to stay in San Francisco it seems like they really don’t care at all to stay in S.F. One of the
claims that they say makes Santa Clara such an ideal place is because of the transportation infrastructure of freeways
and light and commuter rails are already intact and nothing will have to be built. The York’s have said the proposals
for a stadium at Candlestick Park and the redevelopment project in the former Navy shipyard Hunters Point does not
have the adequate transportation infrastructure as the Santa Clara site and it will be hard to get Niner fans to a new
stadium at either proposed site. Has this been a problem Niner fans? I think people have gotten used to the idea of
either driving by taking the US-101 freeway or the Muni line to and from the stadium that picks up fans all across
the city. Next time you are in San Francisco during the football season walk around the city on a Sunday, before the
49ers game of course, and all that you see are Muni buses taking fans to Candlestick. Yes, it is super crowded on the
buses on the way home but that is life living in a big city. Would we not expect the same in Santa Clara? I would
think die-hard 49er fans would continue to put up with driving or taking Muni if that meant keeping the team within
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city limits.


The York’s have the thinking backwards. They are thinking in terms of their own self-interests and then the 49ers.
When it should be the 49ers, the city of San Francisco and then their self-interests. Keep the 49ers in San Francisco!


To read this blog on line, please go to:
http://ninernoise.com/2009/06/04/santa-clara-city-council-adopts-stadium-deal/



http://ninernoise.com/2009/06/04/santa-clara-city-council-adopts-stadium-deal/






From: Amy Brownell
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Cc: Andrea Bruss; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: Parcel G ROS for review
Date: Thursday, May 5, 2011 12:31:04 PM


Hi Beth:


friendly reminder - I'm waiting on your confirmation that Melanie and Keith
have reviewed and agree with the building offsets and other issues.
Once you confirm, I'll get DPW to make the necessary changes.


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


                                                                          
             Amy                                                          
             Brownell/DPH/SFGO                                            
             V                                                          To
                                       "Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN      
             04/21/2011 08:52          (EI&E), BRAC PMO West"             
             AM                        <elizabeth.larson@navy.mil>        
                                                                        cc
                                       "Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E),  
                                       BRAC PMO West"                     
                                       <keith.s.forman@navy.mil>, "Kito,  
                                       Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW"           
                                       <melanie.kito@navy.mil>, Andrea    
                                       Bruss/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV            
                                                                   Subject
                                       RE: Parcel G ROS for review        
                                       (Document link: Amy Brownell)      
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          


Beth


as to the first comment about location of Parcel G
you reviewers assumption about it being the northerly parcel is incorrect.
Parcel G is the southerly Parcel.  There were two sheets that were sent.
On the second sheet - Parcel G fills the page
the northerly parcel is labelled as ROS 5431 (which is Parcel D-2)
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this new survey is ROS 6337


Before I send back to DPW for further review and changes (which we agree
are needed) - can you confirm that Melanie or Keith or someone from
environmental has reviewed?  There are some important offsets from
buildings and other features that were agreed to by all the environmental
team who accompanied the survey crew in field.  We think they have
correctly plotted the parcel based on that site walk but want to make sure
the environmental team agrees


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


                                                                          
             "Larson,                                                     
             Elizabeth A CIV                                              
             OASN (EI&E), BRAC                                          To
             PMO West"                 "Amy Brownell"                     
             <elizabeth.larson         <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>           
             @navy.mil>                                                 cc
                                       "Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW"    
             04/19/2011 08:29          <melanie.kito@navy.mil>, "Forman,  
             AM                        Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO  
                                       West" <keith.s.forman@navy.mil>    
                                                                   Subject
                                       RE: Parcel G ROS for review        
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          


Amy,


Our cadastral did a quick look at the map, and had the following
original comments...


-The map is missing bearings and distances. I am assuming parcel G is
the northerly parcel on the map the lines are darker than the southerly
parcel, there is nothing on the map denoting parcel G.


-Needs a tie to an existing base boundary or ROS, needs coordinates, no
found or set monuments on the map.


-There are street names through the legend, north arrow and ROS title
block.







-The map should have an inset showing the relationship of the parcel to
the base, if most people looked at the parcel they would not have a clue
where this parcel is located.


Please have your folks fix the map prior to further Navy review, we
should not be doing their QC.


Thanks, Beth


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2011 14:55
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: Fw: Parcel G ROS for review


making sure you received this


let me know if any questions


Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 04/15/2011 02:55 PM -----


             Amy


             Brownell/DPH/SFGO


             V
To
                                       beth Larson, melanie kito, keith


             04/05/2011 12:52          forman


             PM
cc
                                       Andrea Bruss/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV


Subject
                                       Fw: Parcel G ROS for review
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Hi Beth, Melanie and Keith:


Can you please review the attached Parcel G Record of Survey with the
appropriate Navy personnel.


Can you send us your comments by Friday, April 22?


let me know if you have any questions.


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 04/05/2011 12:44 PM -----


             "Lopes, Marilyn"


             <Marilyn.Lopes@sf


             dpw.org>
To
                                       "Bruss, Andrea"


             03/10/2011 02:39          <Andrea.Bruss@sfgov.org>,


             PM                        "Brownell, Amy"


                                       <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>


cc
                                       "Hanley, Robert"


                                       <Robert.Hanley@sfdpw.org>,
"Storrs,
                                       Bruce" <Bruce.Storrs@sfdpw.org>


Subject
                                       Parcel G ROS for review







Good Afternoon,
Attached please find the draft version of the Parcel G Record of Survey.
Notes have been added to aid in your review (they will be removed upon
final submittal).
Please review and let us know your comments.
Thank you very much.


Marilyn Lopes, PLS
Chief Surveyor
City and County of San Francisco
Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping
875 Stevenson St., Room 410
(415) 554-5901 (direct)
(415) 554-5324 (fax)
 (See attached file: ROS 6337 Parcel G-SHEET 1 (18 X 26).pdf)(See
attached
file: ROS 6337 Parcel G-SHEET 2 (18 X 26).pdf)








From: Bill.Dougherty@tteci.com
To: McFadden, Patricia A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Asuncion, Melecio S Civ OASN(I&E) BRAC PMO West;


Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: Re: Utility Requirements to allow for cleanup of Parcel 49
Date: Thursday, November 29, 2007 4:21:09 PM


Hi Patricia,
        There is a little more involved for us to proceed with work on H St.


                -- The power poles and overhead lines need to be removed, we submitted that application and Mel, who
has since forwarded it to PG&E.  This application included removal of poles and overhead lines on H St. and Spear
ave.  The idea was that once the power was re-routed down Morrell, the Spear lines are no longer energized, but
would still contain phone lines.
                -- The current Bldg 606 above ground sewer line along H st. will need to be removed/relocated?
                -- Once the SFPD are on propane, PG&E needs to cut the natural gas service and purge those lines.


        I removed Nicole Franklin from this response, so this a Navy only e-mail.
       
Bill sends...


Bill Dougherty | Project Manager
Direct: 415.216.2731 | Cell: 415.238.7006
Bill.Dougherty@tteci.com
 
Tetra Tech EC | Hunters Point Shipyard
270 Nimitz Blvd (Bldg 270) | San Francisco, CA 94124 | www.tteci.com
 
PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.
 


"McFadden, Patricia A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West" <patricia.a.mcfadden@navy.mil>


11/29/2007 03:07 PM To
<Nicole.Franklin@sfgov.org>
cc
"Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW" <ralph.pearce@navy.mil>, "Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West" <elizabeth.larson@navy.mil>, "Asuncion, Melecio S Civ OASN(I&E) BRAC PMO West"
<melecio.asuncion@navy.mil>, <Bill.Dougherty@tteci.com>
Subject
Utility Requirements to allow for cleanup of Parcel 49


       


Nicole:
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For the meeting with PG&E, here is a list of the utility issues that need to be resolved in order for the Navy to
complete the remediation work in Parcel 49, the planned location of the proposed 49er stadium.  


Please forward this to all parties involved and please confirm the meeting date and time when you have a chance.    


In order to perform the remediation work on Cochran:
- PG&E to remove the lines and equipment (request submitted)
- PG&E already turned off the power


In order to perform the remediation work on H Street:
- SFPD needs to convert boiler from natural gas to propane
- PG&E has to relocate electrical supply to Navy and B606 from H Street to alternate location (request submitted
with Dec 14th due date)


- Temporary water line will be set up by Navy to ensure continued water supply to B606
- Phone lines need to be rerouted on relocated PG&E poles, also put data line on new relocated PG&E poles  


Thanks,
Patricia








From: McFadden, Patricia A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: "Marta Bayol"
Cc: "Alex Andrade"; "Nicole Franklin"; "cydne.holt@sfgov.org"; "mario.gonzalez@sfgov.org"; Pearce, Ralph E CIV


NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Asuncion, Melecio S Civ OASN(I&E) BRAC
PMO West; "Bill.Dougherty@tteci.com"


Subject: Water Outage Coordianation and SFPD Data Line Question
Date: Thursday, February 7, 2008 2:42:30 PM


 All:


As part of the cleanup in Parcel 49, the Navy needs to reroute water lines.  We had previously planned to
temporarily relocate the water lines along H street while we are working, but the electrical delays have caused us to
reconsider the need to reroute this line more permanently.


This work will result in two separate water shut downs to Building 606 for one to two days each.  We do not want to
adversely impact the work being done at Building 606 so we need to know how to best schedule these shut downs to
minimize the impact to the SFPD employees at the building. 


We would like the first shut down to be in the next 2-3 weeks and the second one would follow 1-2 weeks after
that.  If it would be best to meet with you and discuss, I am available.   Please provide some input on days that
would work best for the SFPD.  We need to have some direction by early next week so we can plan our work.


We also need to confirm the location of all of SFPD's data lines.  We have talked with AT&T, but understand that
there may be a non AT&T data line that the City installed.  We need to have a City point of contact to make sure we
know where that line is so it is not effected by our work.   


Thank you,
Patricia McFadden
415-743-4720
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From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito,


Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Urizar, Lara L CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO West; Kayaci, G Hamide CTR OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Lorton, Gregory A CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Bui,
An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW;
Earney, Robert R CIV NAVFAC SW


Cc: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Spinelli, Erica L CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: $2 billion plan for Candlestick, Hunters Point
Date: Thursday, October 23, 2008 6:52:29 AM


http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2008/10/22/BANK13LI7B.DTL
$2 billion plan for Candlestick, Hunters Point
Robert Selna,James Temple, Chronicle Staff Writers
Thursday, October 23, 2008


(10-22) 19:43 PDT -- Details will be released Thursday for the planned $2 billion remake of the Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard and nearby Candlestick Point into a neighborhood and business district - and possibly the
construction of a new 49ers stadium.
The financial plan, hashed out between city officials and Miami developer Lennar Corp., is one of the first steps
toward completing the huge development proposal approved by city voters in June.
It covers the costs of infrastructure, utilities, parks, transportation and land preparation, and it includes generous
incentives to keep the 49ers in San Francisco. It does not address the cost of constructing housing and commercial
buildings.
The finance scheme puts flesh on the bones of a plan approved by 61 percent of voters. It predicts an infusion of
$618 million from Lennar and its development partners and an additional $1.4 billion raised mainly through tax-
exempt government bonds.
Under the proposal, if the 49ers decide to stay in the city, they would lease the land for $1 a year and receive $100
million from Lennar to help build a stadium at the shipyard.
Some of the finance plan's details are likely to change before it is presented to the Board of Supervisors and other
city commissions for approval. It will be presented as part of a binding development contract as early as fall 2009.
The plan comes as public and private financing for housing development in California is shaky. Yet city officials
say that the plan has reliable backing and that San Francisco has unique land value.
"We are seeing sophisticated real estate investors continuing to fund pre-development planning work, demonstrating
a fundamental confidence in the San Francisco economy and real estate market," said Michael Cohen, director of the
city's Office of Economic Development.
Cohen said the land would be ready for development in approximately 10 years, and housing and commercial space
could be completed in 15 years.
The proposed development plan would take 720 acres of public land - an area twice the size of Treasure Island - and
build up to 10,000 units of market-rate and affordable housing, retail shops and an office park ringed by 300 acres of
parkland. It would also rebuild a nearby, run-down public housing development.
Transportation arteries would be created to handle the development and increased population.
Because the shipyard is designated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as a toxic Superfund site, the
Navy must clean individual parcels there before turning them over to the city.
Cohen said the city has secured enough funding from the Navy to complete one of four phases of development and
expects to get the rest. The estimated remaining cost for cleaning the shipyard is $300 million to $500 million.
City leaders and Lennar have portrayed the project as a means of revitalizing the impoverished southeastern corner
of San Francisco and as the best chance for holding onto the 49ers, who want to move to Santa Clara.
Aside from the $100 million from the developers, the 49ers would be responsible for the costs of building, operating
and maintaining the stadium. Environmental work would begin on the site next year and construction could be
completed by 2013, Lennar has said.
Team spokesperson Lisa Lang said Wednesday that the 49ers had not seen the financial report and that Santa Clara
remains the team's first choice for a new home, even though a stadium deal there is not assured.
If the 49ers decide against San Francisco, Lennar and the city plan to expand the retail and commercial development
component of the new development.
The real estate downturn raised questions about Lennar's ability to complete the project. The past six weeks - as
mortgage problems have escalated, banking giants have foundered and credit markets remained tight - have
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heightened those concerns.
Esmael Adibi, director of the Anderson Center for Economic Research at Chapman University in Southern
California, said it's likely that it will be difficult for both private firms and government entities to raise money for
projects in the next two to three years.
The upside is that the partnership between Lennar and the city means that the project's sources of revenue will be
broader.
"Right now interest rates are very high and borrowing is tough if you are public or private, and it will be that way
for a while," Adibi said.
Cohen said Lennar added several equity partners to its development team during the summer, helping to ensure that
the project could go forward on schedule.
Plan highlights
Here are the highlights of the finance plan to redevelop the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard and Candlestick Point:
-- $2 billion to complete infrastructure, utilities, parks and transportation arteries and to prepare land for building
-- Housing and commercial construction completed in 15 years, depending on market
-- $618 million invested by private developers who expect to make $1.3 billion in revenue
-- $1.4 billion in public investment, mostly from tax-exempt bonds repaid through taxes generated by new
development and taxes on new residents and tenants.
-- $82 million toward community benefits, such as workforce development and training programs and home buying
assistance
Source: Draft financial plan.
E-mail the writers at rselna@sfchronicle.com <mailto:rselna@sfchronicle.com>  and jtemple@sfchronicle.com
<mailto:jtemple@sfchronicle.com> .
This article appeared on page B - 1 of the San Francisco Chronicle
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From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West;


Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Ault,
Melanie A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (EI&E),
BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN
(EI&E), BRAC PMO


Subject: HPS/49ers Santa Clara Redevelopment news clip 28MAR11
Date: Monday, March 28, 2011 4:06:04 PM


Santa Clara poised to begin preliminary work on 49ers stadium


By Lisa Fernandez
lfernandez@mercurynews.com
Posted: 03/19/2011 12:01:00 AM PDT
Updated: 03/27/2011 10:53:01 PM PDT


Construction workers are poised to install fire hydrants, move high voltage poles and conduct environmental tests on
Santa Clara's site for a future 49ers football stadium, despite criticism that the city's elected leaders are playing a
shell game with redevelopment funds.


Acting Assistant City Manager Carol McCarthy said that of the $4 million the council approved last week to
advance the 49ers company for work on the stadium site, she expects between $700,000 and $800,000 will be spent
through December on basic improvements at the site. In a controversial move, the council scrambled last week to
give the team the money before state lawmakers vote on Gov. Jerry Brown's proposal to disband redevelopment
agencies to help balance the state budget.


But 49ers fans shouldn't consider this a stadium groundbreaking. That still could be years off with plenty of
questions looming about how the team and city will finance the $937 million project next to the Great America
theme park.


There's a list of about 16 items city officials expect to be started with the initial funds, such as demolition, grading,
geotechnical testing and relocation of a transformer. In June, Santa Clara voters approved to spend up to $114
million in public funds on the stadium project.


Last Monday, in a 5-2 vote, the council decided to give the first of that money -- about $4 million from the city's
redevelopment agency -- to Forty Niners Stadium LLC, a private company the team formed.


While there are many supporters of the council's move, there are also dozens of residents who officially voiced their
opinions against it. One resident, Ron Zea, wrote the council: "Your cunning plan to hide redevelopment money by
giving it to the 49ers organization is an atrocious plan that can be likened to making a deal with the devil. It is not
even clear or guaranteed that the team will make the move. The 4.5 million dollars will be locked up and not usable
for years."


The city's report does note that because the deal is not set in stone and because the complex financing plan is still in
the negotiating phase, it's possible that any money spent on the project now would not be "recoverable" if the
stadium project falls through.


However, there is a clause in the agreement that states the money must only be used on this "make ready" work for
the site, and if construction of the stadium hasn't started by the end of 2015, any unused funds would be returned to
the city.


A city report says much of the infrastructure work will benefit the area whether the stadium is built or not.


The majority of the council felt by handing the team redevelopment money -- instead of leaving it with Santa Clara's
new Stadium Authority, a public agency designed to build and operate the stadium -- they would be protecting it
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from a future state takeover.


When asked what the governor thought of Santa Clara's move, spokesman Evan Westrup said in an email: "It's
outrageous that city leaders are rushing to funnel millions of taxpayer dollars to a professional football team while
hundreds of South Bay teachers are receiving pink slips. Given our fiscal crisis, we should all be asking whether
now is an appropriate time to be earmarking scarce public funds to subsidize one of the most profitable sports
leagues in the world."


At this point, it's unclear if Brown's hope to do away with redevelopment agencies will actually come to fruition as
he is lacking the Republican support he needs in the Legislature to make that happen.


So, the plan in Santa Clara is to forge ahead. McCarthy said that the 49ers company is now required to submit a
budget detailing how the $4 million will be spent "as promptly as possible," which likely would mean within the
next 60 days.


After that, the public bidding process for the project begins. Rajeev Batra, Santa Clara's director of Public Works,
will be responsible for oversight of the work.


To read this article on line, and view artist's renderings, please go to:
http://www.mercurynews.com/top-stories/ci_17715448
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From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Parcel G ROS for review
Date: Wednesday, May 11, 2011 10:24:11 AM


We OK with the offsets for Parcel G.  We only have a problem with lines 5-6 for the Parcel B parcel.  These lines
should be offset the same distance from the submarine piers as lines 7-8.  The areas near the submarine piers are rad
impacted and we have not cleared them yet.


-----Original Message-----
From: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2011 9:18
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: Parcel G ROS for review


F&K,


Can you guys please confirm you are okay with the proposed building offsets, etc....so that I can get back to Amy.


Thanks, Beth


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2011 12:29
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Cc: Andrea Bruss; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: Parcel G ROS for review


Hi Beth:


friendly reminder - I'm waiting on your confirmation that Melanie and Keith
have reviewed and agree with the building offsets and other issues.
Once you confirm, I'll get DPW to make the necessary changes.


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


                                                                          
             Amy                                                          
             Brownell/DPH/SFGO                                            
             V                                                          To
                                       "Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN      
             04/21/2011 08:52          (EI&E), BRAC PMO West"             
             AM                        <elizabeth.larson@navy.mil>        
                                                                        cc
                                       "Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E),  
                                       BRAC PMO West"                     
                                       <keith.s.forman@navy.mil>, "Kito,  
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                                       Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW"           
                                       <melanie.kito@navy.mil>, Andrea    
                                       Bruss/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV            
                                                                   Subject
                                       RE: Parcel G ROS for review        
                                       (Document link: Amy Brownell)      
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          


Beth


as to the first comment about location of Parcel G
you reviewers assumption about it being the northerly parcel is incorrect.
Parcel G is the southerly Parcel.  There were two sheets that were sent.
On the second sheet - Parcel G fills the page
the northerly parcel is labelled as ROS 5431 (which is Parcel D-2)
this new survey is ROS 6337


Before I send back to DPW for further review and changes (which we agree
are needed) - can you confirm that Melanie or Keith or someone from
environmental has reviewed?  There are some important offsets from
buildings and other features that were agreed to by all the environmental
team who accompanied the survey crew in field.  We think they have
correctly plotted the parcel based on that site walk but want to make sure
the environmental team agrees


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


                                                                          
             "Larson,                                                     
             Elizabeth A CIV                                              
             OASN (EI&E), BRAC                                          To
             PMO West"                 "Amy Brownell"                     
             <elizabeth.larson         <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>           
             @navy.mil>                                                 cc
                                       "Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW"    
             04/19/2011 08:29          <melanie.kito@navy.mil>, "Forman,  
             AM                        Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO  
                                       West" <keith.s.forman@navy.mil>    
                                                                   Subject
                                       RE: Parcel G ROS for review        
                                                                          
                                                                          







                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          


Amy,


Our cadastral did a quick look at the map, and had the following
original comments...


-The map is missing bearings and distances. I am assuming parcel G is
the northerly parcel on the map the lines are darker than the southerly
parcel, there is nothing on the map denoting parcel G.


-Needs a tie to an existing base boundary or ROS, needs coordinates, no
found or set monuments on the map.


-There are street names through the legend, north arrow and ROS title
block.


-The map should have an inset showing the relationship of the parcel to
the base, if most people looked at the parcel they would not have a clue
where this parcel is located.


Please have your folks fix the map prior to further Navy review, we
should not be doing their QC.


Thanks, Beth


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2011 14:55
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: Fw: Parcel G ROS for review


making sure you received this


let me know if any questions


Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 04/15/2011 02:55 PM -----


             Amy


             Brownell/DPH/SFGO
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             V
To
                                       beth Larson, melanie kito, keith


             04/05/2011 12:52          forman


             PM
cc
                                       Andrea Bruss/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV


Subject
                                       Fw: Parcel G ROS for review


Hi Beth, Melanie and Keith:


Can you please review the attached Parcel G Record of Survey with the
appropriate Navy personnel.


Can you send us your comments by Friday, April 22?


let me know if you have any questions.


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 04/05/2011 12:44 PM -----


             "Lopes, Marilyn"


             <Marilyn.Lopes@sf


             dpw.org>
To
                                       "Bruss, Andrea"







             03/10/2011 02:39          <Andrea.Bruss@sfgov.org>,


             PM                        "Brownell, Amy"


                                       <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>


cc
                                       "Hanley, Robert"


                                       <Robert.Hanley@sfdpw.org>,
"Storrs,
                                       Bruce" <Bruce.Storrs@sfdpw.org>


Subject
                                       Parcel G ROS for review


Good Afternoon,
Attached please find the draft version of the Parcel G Record of Survey.
Notes have been added to aid in your review (they will be removed upon
final submittal).
Please review and let us know your comments.
Thank you very much.


Marilyn Lopes, PLS
Chief Surveyor
City and County of San Francisco
Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping
875 Stevenson St., Room 410
(415) 554-5901 (direct)
(415) 554-5324 (fax)
 (See attached file: ROS 6337 Parcel G-SHEET 1 (18 X 26).pdf)(See
attached
file: ROS 6337 Parcel G-SHEET 2 (18 X 26).pdf)








From: Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Walden, Mark L CIV


NAVFAC SW; Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: FW: HPS news clip 04APR07
Date: Wednesday, April 4, 2007 8:17:52 AM


FYI


  _____ 


Ann Klimek
Deputy Base Closure Manager
Hunters Point, Treasure Island, and Barbers Point
BRAC PMO West
Phone: (619) 532-0987


-----Original Message-----
From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2007 8:02
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Subject: HPS news clip 04APR07


SF: CITY OFFICIALS TO PROMOTE BAYVIEW-HUNTERS POINT REDEVELOPMENT
04/03/07 5:30 PDT
KPIX TV News (SF)
SAN FRANCISCO (BCN)
City officials are expected to promote the latest plan this evening for the redevelopment of San Francisco's southeast
neighborhoods and the 49ers may not even play a role in the proposed renaissance.
With the Board of Supervisors, Mayor Gavin Newsom and a dedicated redevelopment company, Lennar
Corporation, on board, many believe the project, which began over a decade ago with a stadium proposal, will
transform the Bayview and Hunters Point neighborhoods for the better.
The mayor unveiled a plan last week that aims to not only redevelop Candlestick Point, where the 49ers' playing
grounds are close to demolition, but to build on the old Hunters Point Naval Shipyard in concert.
Lennar Corp. has already incurred much of the cost of planning the redevelopment and is currently working on
cleaning toxic materials from the old navy base. In return, the corporation would get exclusive negotiation rights for
developing the area under the mayor's plan.
"The city remains committed to working with the primary developer to attempt to address the 49ers' concerns
consistent with the goals and principles set forth in this Framework and to propose a new plan that the 49ers would
determine to be feasible," the proposal reads. "At the same time the city's primary goal is to assure that it can
produce a plan that is fiscally prudent for the city and that will deliver parks and public open space, jobs, housing
affordable for (Bayview-Hunters Point) residents and other tangible economic and public benefits to the (Bayview-
Hunters Point) community and the City as soon as possible."
But while many remain hopeful that city leaders will stick to the goals of community betterment and affordable
housing in the new plan, many remain doubtful.
Sharen Hewitt, the executive director of the nonprofit group Community Leadership Academy Emergency
Response, said the development of Hunters Point could bring much-needed job growth to the area but with the risk
of displacing much of the predominately African American community.
"It offers a tremendous opportunity for the City and County of San Francisco, however, at the core of that, there has
to be opportunities for the community," Hewitt said. "The question is, is this an opportunity or will this be a plague
for the existing population?"
Hewitt said she will wait and see whether there's any substance to this plan, but London Breed, who is close to the
process said she was optimistic that these plans would eventually lead to action.



mailto:/O=ORGANIZATION/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ANN.KLIMEK

mailto:elizabeth.larson@navy.mil

mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil

mailto:mark.walden@navy.mil

mailto:mark.walden@navy.mil

mailto:ralph.pearce@navy.mil





"Definitely, this is all conceptual," said Breed, a commissioner on the city's redevelopment agency. "There's a lot to
be approved, and we're happy that all the parties involved are on board -- except the 49ers."
Lennar Corp. currently faces hurdles such as a lawsuit brought forward by two former employees and a community
liaison who say they were retaliated against after complaining of poor asbestos removal at the shipyard.
Officials from the city's Park, Recreation and Open Space Advisory Committee are expected to give a proposal this
evening at 6:30 p.m.








From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; "Hall, Steve"; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC


SW; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Kayaci, G Hamide CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Koppel, Sarah A CIV
NAVFAC SW; Urizar, Lara L CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West


Cc: "Kelly, Dennis"; "Merrifield, Campbell"; "ANDREW.L.LISSNER@saic.com"; "Cook, Kyle R."
Subject: RE: Revised Draft HPS Project Schedule
Date: Monday, September 22, 2008 7:27:34 AM


According to the BRRM, NEPA is not addressed in FOSTs -- that answers whether the NEPA ROD is required for
agency approval of the FOST (the FOST needn't be aware of NEPA).


Regarding submittal of the CDR, I'm not sure, but I'm going to give my opinion.  No, the CDR needn't be aware of
NEPA.  The CDR is a creature of early transfer, which is a creature of CERCLA.  Granting the covenant that all
necessary action has been taken is independent of NEPA.


Obvouisly, we have to be mindful of getting all our ducks in a row before we xfr property.  Just because the FOST
and the CDR don't need to be mindful of NEPA doesn't mean, of course, that we get to forget about NEPA.


John C and Rex, please concur, or not.


Tx, TLM.


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Friday, September 19, 2008 14:44
To: Hall, Steve; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; McCay, Patrick J CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kayaci, G Hamide CTR
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW; Urizar,
Lara L CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Kelly, Dennis; Merrifield, Campbell; ANDREW.L.LISSNER@saic.com; Cook, Kyle R.
Subject: RE: Revised Draft HPS Project Schedule


Steve,


I don't know this answer, I am hoping somebody else who has more transfer experience than I can respond.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2008 13:14
To: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Kayaci, G Hamide CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Koppel, Sarah A
CIV NAVFAC SW; Urizar, Lara L CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Kelly, Dennis; Merrifield, Campbell; ANDREW.L.LISSNER@saic.com; Cook, Kyle R.
Subject: RE: Revised Draft HPS Project Schedule


On that basis, should the NEPA ROD be required for agency approval of the FOST/FOSET or of the CDR package
for submittal to the Governor?


Steve Hall, P.G.
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Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:rex.callaway@navy.mil]
Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2008 1:03 PM
To: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Hall, Steve;
Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kayaci, G Hamide
CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW;
Urizar, Lara L CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Kelly, Dennis; Merrifield, Campbell; ANDREW.L.LISSNER@saic.com; Cook, Kyle R.
Subject: RE: Revised Draft HPS Project Schedule


All: 


I agree with John on this, based on my NEPA experience at other installations.


-Rex


-----Original Message-----
From: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2008 13:01
To: McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; 'Hall, Steve'; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW;
Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kayaci, G Hamide CTR
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW; Urizar,
Lara L CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: 'Kelly, Dennis'; 'Merrifield, Campbell'; 'Lissner Andrew (ANDREW.L.LISSNER@saic.com)'; 'Cook, Kyle R.'
Subject: RE: Revised Draft HPS Project Schedule


As Patrick points out, the "interim action" concept is described in 40 CFR 1506.1(C) - which states:


"(a) Until an agency issues a record of decision as provided in Sec. 
1505.2 (except as provided in paragraph (c) of this section), no action concerning the proposal shall be taken which
would:
    (1) Have an adverse environmental impact; or
    (2) Limit the choice of reasonable alternatives.


(c) While work on a required program environmental impact statement is in progress and the action is not covered
by an existing program statement, agencies shall not undertake in the interim any major Federal action covered by
the program which may significantly affect the quality of the human environment unless such action:
    (1) Is justified independently of the program;
    (2) Is itself accompanied by an adequate environmental impact statement; and
    (3) Will not prejudice the ultimate decision on the program. Interim action prejudices the ultimate decision on the
program when it tends to determine subsequent development or limit alternatives."


It is my opinion that the decision to convey is final agency action and not interim action because, among other
reasons, once the property is conveyed, there is no further federal action that can be taken.  As such, a record of
decision is required before transfer.



mailto:rex.callaway@navy.mil





John


-----Original Message-----
From: McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2008 10:26
To: 'Hall, Steve'; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kayaci, G Hamide CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV
NAVFAC SW; Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW; Urizar, Lara L CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO West; Gilkey,
Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Kelly, Dennis; Merrifield, Campbell; Lissner Andrew (ANDREW.L.LISSNER@saic.com); Cook, Kyle R.
Subject: RE: Revised Draft HPS Project Schedule


I wish we could do transfer before the SEIS, but the transfer itself is tied to the reuse which is part of the proposed
action in the SEIS.


The Final SEIS must be filed with EPA published in the Federal Register (FR).  We must wait 30 days before
irreversibly committing resources (i.e. transfer). 


Best case, we would sign the ROD then transfer.  This is the safest way.


In the interest of pushing the time envelope.  There may be an opportunity to transfer 30 days after the Final SEIS
FR notice and before ROD signature.  I believe this is commonly called an interim action.  See 40 CFR 1506.1.  The
transfer itself, being more administrative with no adverse impacts and does not effect the choice of reasonable
alternatives (there is only one transfer alternative), could possibly go forward before the ROD. Perhaps John
Cummins, our NEPA attorney could provide an opinion on this.


Patrick


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2008 9:42
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Kayaci, G Hamide CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW;
Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW; Urizar, Lara L CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Kelly, Dennis; Merrifield, Campbell
Subject: RE: Revised Draft HPS Project Schedule


I didn't set the NEPA documents (Supp EIS or ROD) as predecessors for the transfer document, as they shouldn't
affect the property transfer, only the property redevelopment/construction schedule. Please let me know if this
assumption is incorrect and if the schedule should reflect that the transfer documents (FOSTs/FOSETs and CDRs)
should be held until the NEPA documents are finalized.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
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Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2008 8:21 AM
To: Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kayaci, G Hamide
CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW;
Urizar, Lara L CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: FW: Revised Draft HPS Project Schedule


 Hot of the presses!


Attached is the new ET schedule.  Notice that the NEPA schedule shows a ROD date of 3/2/2010, which may cause
some concern at Monday's meeting.
(We told everyone that Parcel G could be transferred in Feb 2010)


Steve and I will be looking at some of the City's requests and how it affects the schedule this week so we will be
prepared for Monday's meeting.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2008 17:06
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Merrifield, Campbell; Kelly, Dennis
Subject: Revised Draft HPS Project Schedule


Keith and Melanie,
Attached is the revised draft project schedule. I included some of the word changes requested by the City. I put in
the City obtaining environmental insurance for each Parcel as a single line item requiring
4 to 6 months, rather than inserting the detailed breakdown of negotiating and finalizing the policies. I did not
specify that LUC and AOC reviews would be by attorneys as requested by the City.


I could not make date changes that the City requested as the City ignored project constraints that must be conducted
prior to proceeding with phases of the specific transfer documents, or constraints related to development and
finalizing the CDR packages. A few items such as early portions of the ETCAs and RMPs could be moved if the
parties are going to proceed with the preparation at the time requested by the City; however, speeding up these
transfer document tasks (such as the ETCA or
RMP) won't make the CDR happen any quicker. In several instances, the City requested finalizing documents prior
to the CDR package approval.
Currently, we get agreement on the draft final versions, and wait for finalizing the documents until after the
Governor approves the CDR.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186
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From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Hall, Steve -- EMI; Bill.Dougherty@tteci.com; Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N
Cc: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Bui, An


H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW; Pearce,
Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW; Knight, Darren CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Walden, Mark L CIV NAVFAC SW;
Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW


Subject: Master schedule
Date: Tuesday, October 30, 2007 3:51:08 PM


Team,


We have an official deadline to complete the master schedule by Monday November 5th (Happy Birthday Ralph!) 
We are waiting for Steve to incorporate the transfer documents using the transfer dates to get a "dead end" date for
the environmental work.  Steve - I don't think we will have any changes to the transfer documents so just move the
conveyance items to fit within the schedule to meet the November 2009 dates or May 2010 for Parcel 49, D-2 and
Parcel B/Uts respectively.  Hopefully we will get that date today so I will let Bill and Laurie know sometime today. 
We are thinking that we should have the rad work done by the time the Navy submits the draft version of the
FOSET.


Thanks,


Melanie
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From: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;


McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: HPS Early Transfer Schedule
Date: Thursday, January 31, 2008 4:47:44 PM


Melanie,


I skimmed the spreadsheets and had a couple of preliminary comments on Parcel 49:


1.  Parcel 49, Tasks 83 and 98.  I trust that the buildings are being demolished by the Navy (to facilitate
environmental cleanup goals).


2.  Parcel 49, Task 265 ("Prepare Categorical Exclusion").   What action is the CATEX supporting?  Note, a LIFOC
is a commitment to convey and is typically based upon a final NEPA disposal decision.  Therefore, if it is deemed
necessary to supplement the EIR, then the LIFOC would be contingent upon completion of that supplementing task.


John
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From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: EMI - FTP site; RE: Early Transfer Schedule
Date: Friday, November 2, 2007 11:33:10 AM


I agree.  I actually am pretty frustrated with him as well.


As for the conference call, it really is intended for the rad contractor and Steve Hall.  I think everyone else has put in
as much info as should be expected.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Friday, November 02, 2007 10:37
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: EMI - FTP site; RE: Early Transfer Schedule


Kito,


I will not be on the call today. I don't think it is very realistic to have a call at 1:30 on Friday when half the folks
aren't here and the call's focus is on how to complete something by Monday. 


Also, I am only on my first page of review and notice the contractor does a poor job of incorporating comments that
were previously provided to him in writing and over the phone.


Beth


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Friday, November 02, 2007 9:05
To: Bill.Dougherty@tteci.com; Ryan Ahlersmeyer (Ryan.Ahlersmeyer@tteci.com); Slack, Matthew L CIV SEA 04
04N; Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N
Cc: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Bui, An H CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW; Knight,
Darren CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Walden, Mark L CIV NAVFAC SW; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC
SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: FW: EMI - FTP site; RE: Early Transfer Schedule


Team,


I checked the ftp site and the updated master schedule is posted dated 110107.  We will still plan on having a
conference call at 1330 today to discuss what steps need to be done to have this completed by Monday. 


We need to be aware that this schedule is still being worked on and will change.  Please do not edit the MS project
version unless you let us know.


Thanks,


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
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From: Ulrika.Messer@tteci.com [mailto:Ulrika.Messer@tteci.com]
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2007 14:49
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Dougherty, Bill; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N;
Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW; Hall, Steve
Subject: EMI - FTP site; RE: Early Transfer Schedule


Melanie -


ftp://ftp.ttemi.com/


is what I have used for uploads and downloads to EMI in the past.  I would assume that this is also where Steve
would have placed the file.  The EMI ftp site is not restricted with a user name and/or password so the link above
would be all you need, as long as you know the name of the file that you are looking for.


Thanks.  Ulrika


Ulrika T. Messer | Project Manager
Direct: 619.471.3528 | Main: 619.234.8696 Ext: 228 | Fax: 619.234.8591 |
Cell: 619.208.7213
ulrika.messer@tteci.com


Tetra Tech EC | Remediation
1230 Columbia St, Suite 750 | San Diego, CA 92101 | www.tteci.com


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.


                                                                          
             "Kito, Melanie R                                             
             CIV NAVFAC SW"                                               
             <melanie.kito@nav                                          To
             y.mil>                    "Hall, Steve"                      
                                       <steve.hall@ttemi.com>, "Lowman,   
             10/26/2007 02:17          Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N"           
             PM                        <laurie.lowman@navy.mil>,          
                                       <Ulrika.Messer@tteci.com>          
                                                                        cc
                                       "Dougherty, Bill"                  
                                       <bill.dougherty@tteci.com>,        
                                       "Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW"    
                                       <ralph.pearce@navy.mil>, "Forman,  
                                       Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO    
                                       West" <keith.s.forman@navy.mil>    
                                                                   Subject
                                       RE: Early Transfer Schedule        
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Can you provide the ftp site?


Ulrika,


Can you provide this site if Steve is not in the office?


Thanks,


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2007 7:46
To: Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N
Cc: Dougherty, Bill; Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Early Transfer Schedule


I've posted the lastest Microsoft Project file on the EMI ftp site. I can't provide a latest pdf until I get back in the
office in San Diego (hopefully by 3 today).


I still need to proof the schedule for the FFA items and update for the latest documents that have been issued, and
for the schedule extensions agreed to this week. I don't have the detail in the Parcel 49 rad work (or other parcels)
that I put in Parcel B. The parcel Ca nd E schedules are only place holders. I've forced some itemsas we talked
about, although the transfer documents of most parcels are going to require greater revision (forced changes) with
tighter schedules to meet the early transfer deadlines. I need input from the realty team to make sure transfer
document changes can be done. I believe what is currently in this version will allow Laurie and Bill to identify
changes and additions needed in the rad work for 49 and the other parcels.


Steve


________________________________


From: Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N [mailto:laurie.lowman@navy.mil]
Sent: Tue 10/23/2007 1:54 PM
To: Hall, Steve
Cc: Dougherty, Bill; ralph.pearce@navy.mil; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: Early Transfer Schedule


Steve:
An additional question on the schedule.  I have compared your latest version with the version I submitted and I can't
determine why the dates were moved.  Can you please provide a list of "drop dead" dates or documents that
triggered the movement of the various radiological projects to earlier dates?
Thanks,
LLL


-----Original Message-----
From: Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N
Sent: Tuesday, October 23, 2007 15:43
To: 'Hall, Steve'
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Cc: Dougherty, Bill; SWDIV Ralph E. Pearce (ralph.pearce@navy.mil); Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: Early Transfer Schedule


Steve:
I am working on the revisions for the Parcel 49 section of the schedule.
I thought I was going to receive a copy of the changes to the Parcel B schedule so I could bounce it against the
Parcel 49 changes.  Is there any chance this will be coming soon?
LLL


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 23, 2007 12:44
To: Dougherty, Bill
Cc: Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N
Subject: RE: Early Transfer Schedule


Bill,
I'm in SF for the BCT meeting. I'm still working on the revisions from last week. I've asked Melanie to see if we can
get some additional time as the BCT/RAB related activities impact being able to make revisions and conduct
reviews in order to finalize the schedule. Once the revisions are complete, I'll provide you with a revised version.


Steve


________________________________


From: Dougherty, Bill
Sent: Tue 10/23/2007 9:10 AM
To: Hall, Steve
Cc: laurie.lowman@navy.mil
Subject: Early Transfer Schedule


Hi Steve,
        I hope all is going well in San Diego and that the fires don't affect you or your family.  I was speaking with
Laurie this morning and we were wondering if a revised schedule with the input from last week was available?  We
understand if this week was overtaken by events, but if a version is available would you please forward to both of
us.  I would again ask for a MS Project version since it does make reviewing much easier.


        Thanks for the help.


Bill sends...


Bill Dougherty | Project Manager
Direct: 415.216.2731 | Cell: 415.238.7006 Bill.Dougherty@tteci.com


Tetra Tech EC | Hunters Point Shipyard
270 Nimitz Blvd (Bldg 270) | San Francisco, CA 94124 | www.tteci.com


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.
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From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC


SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella,
Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West


Cc: Hall, Steve -- EMI; Merrifield, Campbell
Subject: RE: Internal Draft Finding of Suitability to Lease Parcel G, Hunters Point Shipyard
Date: Friday, June 19, 2009 2:19:32 PM


 Sarah and Team,


I have lots a comments so I will just list my main issues.  Overall I think this FOSL needs much more detail than
what is provided.  The FOSL guidance does mention that we need to be brief and refer to other documents, but we
still need to make this document is useful for its intended purpose.  If I were the Leasee, I really have no idea what
areas I can start activities in and what areas I can't.


I will be in SF on Mon and Tues and out of the office from June 24-29th, but I can discuss further when I return.


Major comments:


1.  Should list a brief background history of parcel so Leasee knows what contaminates they can expect.
2.  Page 1, section 2.0 - Under this FOSL, is the Leasee only allowed to demolish buildings and stockpile?  What
about the foundations?  Can they sample groundwater, soil vapor and soil too?
3.  Page 2 - We should mention the NEPA and reuse compliance for the site.
4.  Page 2-3, section 3.1.1.1 - Since one of the restrictions are alterations, disturbance and removal of any
component of a response or cleanup action, we should show where we plan to do these activities at instead of just
refer them to the ROD.  We can add a figure that shows the areas where we need to excavate and where the GW
wells for our RA are located at.
5.  We need to discuss how much we depend on the RMP.  After reading their first version of the Pre-development
RMP, it scares me.
6.  page 4, sec 3.1.1.2 - "The Navy has investigated ....and is in the process of demolishing buildings 364, 365 and
408"  I think we have already demolished these.  Check with Dane
        We are missing building 439 (at least one room)
        We should probably mention sand blast incase they find some.
7.  Page 7 section 3.1.3.3 - UST and TPH - We need to mention our up coming investigations and what we are
doing.  Please add a reference and work with Simon Loli.
8.  Page 12 - same comment as #5, be careful how much we refer to the RMP.
9.  Page 12 - Notifications - with the high chemical contamination, where are these areas?  Does this mean they
cannot demolish a foundation?  Please make this clear.
10.  Overall - Do we need to mention the cultural resources sensitive areas for a FOSL?
11.  Page 13, section 3.2.3.  I would suggest another table with the buildings and what restrictions they have (rad,
chemical, etc.)
12.  Figures - we should include a figure that shows where we plan to do a RA from our actions in the ROD.  At
least the leasee will know where they can do activities at and where they cannot.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2009 13:32
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: FW: Internal Draft Finding of Suitability to Lease Parcel G, Hunters Point Shipyard


Who gets this for review???
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Thanks,
Sarah
-----Original Message-----
From: Merrifield, Campbell [mailto:Campbell.Merrifield@ttemi.com]
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2009 12:24
To: Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Hall, Steve; Kelly, Dennis
Subject: Internal Draft Finding of Suitability to Lease Parcel G, Hunters Point Shipyard


Sarah,
Attached is the PDF of the Internal Draft FOSL for Parcel G, as well as the Word document, hard copies will be
delivered Monday.


We'd appreciate comments by June 30, 2009.


Thanks!


We Moved! -
Campbell Merrifield | Environmental Scientist  Tetra Tech EM Inc.
1999 Harrison Street, Suite 500 | Oakland, CA 94612
Direct: 510-302-6339 | Main: 510-302-6300 | Fax: 510-433-0830 www.tetratech.com <http://www.tetratech.com/>
PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside
information. Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this
message and then delete it from your system.
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From: Erich Simon
To: TLanphar@dtsc.ca.gov; Ripperda.Mark@epamail.epa.gov; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;


Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org
Subject: Re: need Letter to NFL/49ers signed by Managers
Date: Thursday, January 31, 2008 2:25:34 PM


Amy-


You are correct. We defer to DTSC on this issue. Thanks for checking.


-Erich


>>> Amy Brownell <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org> 1/30/2008 3:06:54 PM >>>


Hi Keith , Melanie, Mark and Tom:


At Michael Cohen's request, I am going to be drafting a letter  to send to
the NFL/49ers that we will need to have signed by Doug Gilkey, John
Chesnutt and Rick Moss that will assure 49ers that all of you would allow
the 49ers to park in the contingency parking areas of Parcels D and E for
12 game days a year under a lease scenario.   It will be very short and
sweet and reference current and past leasing and tenants that have been
allowed to be at the site for the past 30 years.  We need to get this
letter to NFL/49ers no later than middle of next week - I will try to get
draft to you all and Doug, John and Rick - no later than Friday.


As background info and an FYI for you - I will send in two separate emails
- a memo and Parcel 49 summary report and attachments that we have already
sent to the NFL/49ers.  The memo and report and attachments include a full
description of the contingency parking scenario and a map showing the
location of the parking.  This continency parking scenario is just that - a
contingency in case we don't get future funding to make the transfer/early
transfer dates for the parking areas.


call or email if you have questions.


thanks,
Amy


PS Erich - we assume that on this type of issue you would defer to DTSC?
Please let me know if I'm incorrect.
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From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kesler,


Kimberly SES OASN ( I&E ) BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Ault, Melanie A CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


Subject: More HPS clips and links 12MAR09
Date: Thursday, March 12, 2009 9:49:15 AM


Bringing it all back home
City Insider
San Francisco Chronicle
11 Marc, 2009


It was bound to happen eventually: After eight friendly, laid-back town hall meetings in his campaign for governor,
Gavin Newsom drew a tough audience Tuesday night.


A dozen or so residents from Bayview-Hunter's Point -- along with members of the Nation of Islam -- followed
Newsom to downtown Oakland to confront him on development at the shipyard and claims that nearby families are
being exposed to contaminents.


Newsom answered a handful of their questions, telling residents that he's garnered "hundreds of millions of dollars"
in federal funding to clean up the site. He was pretty patient as he listened to their complaints, even as his efforts to
turn the meeting back toward his favorite topics -- health care, education and the environment -- were repeatedly
interrupted.


"It felt like I was back home," Newsom said about the meeting, which was attended by about 200 people.


He said he was a little frustrated that many Oakland residents who came to the event didn't get to ask their questions.
"What happened was theatrics," he said. "You saw all the people with their hands in the air wanting to ask
questions."


Still, he managed to move beyond Bayview-Hunter's Point for most of the event, fielding questions on legalizing
marijuana (he's against it), education and the economy.


About halfway through the meeting a woman asked Newsom about the sanctuary city ordinance -- a controversial
topic that could haunt the mayor in conservative parts of California -- and whether he'd apply San Francisco's policy
to the rest of the state. Newsom said yes.


To read this on line, with reader comments, please go to:  http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/blogs/cityinsider/detail?
&entry_id=36848


_____________________________________________________________________


Newsom tests water for governorship in Oakland
By Angela Woodall
Oakland Tribune
Posted: 03/10/2009 08:54:12 PM PDT


OAKLAND — San Francisco Mayor Gavin Newsom came to Oakland on Tuesday evening to drum up support as
he tests the waters for a run in 2010 at the state's top executive position. His critics were not far behind, testing his
efforts to talk about how he would handle the state's fate and future as the governor of California.


"I always want to tap into that optimism," he told the crowd of about 200 residents from both sides of the Bay, as
well as elected officials, volunteers and community advocates gathered at the Rotunda Building downtown.
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Arriving about 30 minutes later than the scheduled 6 p.m. start time, Newsom defended his five-year track record as
mayor and laid out a general idea of what voters could expect from the young mayor who has been a lightning rod
for conservative critics for his progressive stance on issues such as same-sex marriage. He also has been consistently
criticized by sectors of San Francisco's progressive groups, especially about environmental issues in the former
industrial shipyards of the Bayview Hunters Point area.


Tuesday was no exception.


"It's a shame we have to come to Oakland to talk to you," one man yelled.


Newsom has been on an early campaign trail for four months, holding such open forums to drum up support and
hear community concerns.


Tuesday he championed universal health care, a version of which was implemented in San Francisco in 2007, called
the Healthy San Francisco program for uninsured San Francisco residents.


The move, however, requiring small businesses with more than 20 employees to provide health care, has been
unpopular among some owners who complain they have had to decrease their staff to avoid the requirement.


Newsom also said he would restore funding for local public transit funding that was cut by Gov. Arnold
Schwarzenegger this month to balance the state budget. Public transit is critical to the state, Newsom said.


He promised to champion biotechnology and green technology jobs. This is the growth area for the Bay Area, he
said. The next governor has to focus on supporting "green tech jobs" and "the workforce of tomorrow," he said,
including a focus on job training for Latino and African-American communities.


"That's the economic development strategy we're promoting in the context of this campaign," Newsom said.


He also defended his record as mayor in protecting undocumented workers, in response to a query from a San
Francisco resident who asked if Newsom would expand the city's municipal identification cards for all residents to
the rest of the state if he became governor. The San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the identification card
legislation in 2007 for all residents — whether they are in the country legally or not, which was written by San
Francisco Supervisor Tom Ammiano.


That Newsom is exploring a run for governor came as a surprise to Jane Goldberg, an Oakland small-business
owner. Goldberg, the founder of Plant-It Water, came to hear Newsom address environmental issues. Goldberg said
she would support Newsom as governor because he is "newer." Newsom, she said, is not "mired in Washington
politics" as much as his potential opponents U.S. Sen. Dianne Feinstein, D-Calif., and state Attorney General Jerry
Brown, a former Oakland mayor and governor.


Patricia Lewis arrived early to the forum to hear Newsom. Lewis said she was confident he would do a "pretty good
job" as governor because of his general views and the way he seemed to speak his mind about gay rights.


Although she did not agree with his 2004 move to recognize same-sex marriage in San Francisco, Lewis said gay
rights was "one of the issues that needed to be addressed."


She also has been following his efforts to tackle a $575 million shortfall facing San Francisco. Newsom recently
backed off calling the budgetary chasm a crisis as he looks for ways to cut deeper into the city's $6 billion budget,
which he, as the mayor, controls $1.2 billion in discretionary dollars for the city and county. San Francisco is the
only city in the state for which the mayor governs the city and the county.


When Newsom took over as mayor in 2004, San Francisco faced a $300 million deficit. As governor he would
inherit California's $42 billion deficit.


It is challenging to govern in these difficult economic times, Newsom said.


"But governing the cities of San Francisco and Oakland are probably the most challenging," he said, nodding to







Oakland Mayor Ron Dellums.


To read this article on line, with reader comments, please go to: 
http://www.mercurynews.com/breakingnews/ci_11883360


_____________________________________________________________
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From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; "Hall, Steve"
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Larson,


Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West


Subject: RE: ET Schedules for Parcels B and 49
Date: Wednesday, June 18, 2008 10:16:35 AM


Hi Steve,
Here is what I see as the answers.  I recognize there may be some complicating factors, but for now I've kept these
answers as simple as possible.  Please feel free to call if you have followup questions.


Q1: How do I need to adjust the HPS early transfer schedules for amending the FFA agreement as each parcel is
transferred?
A1: The FFA amendments can follow the same schedule as the LUC, AOC, and the rest of the items that will be
draft-final status when fowarded to the Governor/EPA.


Q2: I understand that waiting until after the Governor signs the CDR is too late.
A2: In my opinion, the FFA amendment would not be signed until after the Govenor/EPA concur with the CDR
package.  Am I missing something?


Q3: Also, how quickly after the CDR is signed should the quitclaim deed be signed?
A3: We don't have a default answer for this.  I don't recall the previous schedules haveing an unreasonable amount
of time for this.  Let's just let it ride and see if anyone comments on that portion over the next year.  The current
timeline for this is presumably constricted to end by 11/2009 or asap based on predecessors (the asap date, as I
recall, is March 2010 for Parcel G).


--TLM.


-----Original Message-----
From: McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2008 9:21
To: 'Hall, Steve'; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Bui, An H
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: ET Schedules for Parcels B and 49


Steve,


Sorry.  This is outside of my experience.  I chimed in regarding the CDR when NEPA was involved.  Perhaps
Thomas and Beth would provide the best answer on the questions below.


Patrick


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Monday, June 16, 2008 11:16
To: McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: ET Schedules for Parcels B and 49


Patrick,
How do I need to adjust the HPS early transfer schedules for amending the FFA agreement as each parcel is
transferred? I understand that waiting until after the Governor signs the CDR is too late. Also, how quickly after the
CDR is signed should the quitclaim deed be signed?
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Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West [mailto:keith.s.forman@navy.mil]
Sent: Monday, June 16, 2008 8:51 AM
To: Hall, Steve
Subject: FW: FW: pdfs of ET Schedules for Parcels B and 49


 Steve,
   When do you think we will be in a position to get out a new FFA schedule?


-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Lanphar [mailto:TLanphar@dtsc.ca.gov]
Sent: Friday, June 13, 2008 15:42
To: ripperda.mark@epa.gov; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; amy.brownell@sfdph.org; Erich Simon
Cc: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: Re: FW: pdfs of ET Schedules for Parcels B and 49


Thanks Melanie,
When will you send a new complete FFA Amendment schedule?  I believe the only official schedule is from July of
last year.  My management is keeping a much closure look at schedules, delays and missed deadlines.
A new FFA schedule will be a great help.


Thanks,
Tom


>>> "Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW" <melanie.kito@navy.mil> 6/12/2008
>>> 11:19 AM >>>
Here are the Pdfs of the early transfer schedule for Parcel B and G (49).  The FFA Amendment dates still needs to
be corrected.  Once this is corrected, we will send out another version.


Melanie
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From: McFadden, Patricia A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Larson,


Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R
CIV NAVFAC SW


Cc: Appell, Bruce P CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: 49er stadium article
Date: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 10:46:25 AM


http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2007/10/10/BA9KSNDN3.DTL


Another piece of the puzzle on if the 49ers will move to Santa Clara or Hunters Point
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From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West;


Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Ault,
Melanie A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (EI&E),
BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN
(EI&E), BRAC PMO


Subject: More HPS/49ers redevelopment clips 22FEB11
Date: Tuesday, February 22, 2011 10:32:40 AM


49ers stadium plan faces redevelopment hurdle in Santa Clara


By: Ari Burack
02/22/11 4:00 AM
SF Examiner


Hoping to ensure that the San Francisco 49ers will indeed move to the South Bay, the Santa Clara City Council will
vote Tuesday on legislation designed to protect public funds to help build a new $937 million stadium.


Santa Clara is scrambling to make sure $40 million in redevelopment funds approved by the city's voters in 2010
isn't taken away by the state. Gov. Jerry Brown has proposed eliminating redevelopment agencies for cities to help
reduce the state's $25 billion budget deficit.


Santa Clara officials are trying to establish the fact that because the stadium project there has been developed over
several years, redevelopment monies already earmarked for it and other city projects should be left intact.


"We're trying to make sure that we make it very clear that all these projects that the people have spoken very
strongly on . need to move forward," Santa Clara Mayor Jamie Matthews said.


The legislation includes the extension of the city's redevelopment plan to include "pass-through" monies to schools,
the establishment of a Stadium Authority to own and manage the stadium, and an agreement between the authority
and the redevelopment agency.


"It's an important part of the project," 49ers spokeswoman Lisa Lang said of the redevelopment funds. "We are
expecting that investment to be there."


For his part, San Francisco Mayor Ed Lee, a self-described "big fan" of the 49ers, has expressed hope a new deal
could be forged with 49ers owner Jed York to keep the team in The City. But he has also acknowledged "the
economics of running a business."


"I just want to situate ourselves as being open to them, and making sure they know they've got a strong fan supporter
at City Hall," Lee told The San Francisco Examiner earlier this month.


A meeting between Lee and York is still in the works, according to the Mayor's Office.


"Santa Clara is our primary focus," Lang said. "But we are still open to discussions with San Francisco if for some
reason we're unable to go forward with the Santa Clara site."


San Francisco's plan to redevelop the Hunter's Point shipyard area includes space for a new 49ers stadium.


Niners stadium timeline


June 1997: San Francisco voters approve $100 million bond measure to fund new 49ers stadium at Candlestick
Point
Dec. 1997: Team owner Eddie DeBartolo Jr. steps down following gambling fraud allegations; his sister Denise
DeBartolo York takes over
Nov. 2006: 49ers scrap plans for new San Francisco stadium and team owner John York announces intention to
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move to Santa Clara
June 2010: Santa Clara voters approve new $937 million stadium plan by a 58 percent vote
July 2010: San Francisco approves massive Hunters Point redevelopment plan, to include possible site for new 49ers
stadium
Dec. 2010: The 49ers extend lease at Candlestick Park through at least the 2014 season after the completion date of
the Santa Clara stadium is pushed back due to uncertain labor negotiations between the NFL and the players union
Tuesday: Santa Clara City Council to vote on 49ers-related legislation


To read this article on line, please go to:
http://www.sfexaminer.com/local/bay-area/2011/02/santa-clara-hoping-clear-redevelopment-funds-49ers-stadium-
plan#
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From: Hall, Steve
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West


Cc: Merrifield, Campbell; Kelly, Dennis
Subject: RE: Internal Draft Finding of Suitability to Lease Parcel G, Hunters Point Shipyard
Date: Friday, June 19, 2009 3:16:13 PM


Melanie,
We want to wait on making any changes until we get all the comments. Then we'd like to meet with the Navy team
to discuss the comments and needed revisions to make sure we have the proper focus for the FOSL. I'm going to ask
Dennis Kelly to be present at that meeting (either in person or by conference call). There will still be restrictions on
what can be done with many buildings and across many areas until CDPH and EPA approve the radiological FSSs
and SUPRs.


Maybe we could hold the meeting to discuss the FOSL comments on June 29 or 30? I suggest that we hold on
submitting the Parcel B FOSL text for review until we get the focus better defined to address the comments, and
then we'll make the revisions to the Parcel G portion and incorporate the comments into the Parcel B portion. Then
we'll submit a revised internal draft that includes both Parcels B and G.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Friday, June 19, 2009 2:19 PM
To: Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex
CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Hall, Steve; Merrifield, Campbell
Subject: RE: Internal Draft Finding of Suitability to Lease Parcel G, Hunters Point Shipyard


 Sarah and Team,


I have lots a comments so I will just list my main issues.  Overall I think this FOSL needs much more detail than
what is provided.  The FOSL guidance does mention that we need to be brief and refer to other documents, but we
still need to make this document is useful for its intended purpose.  If I were the Leasee, I really have no idea what
areas I can start activities in and what areas I can't.


I will be in SF on Mon and Tues and out of the office from June 24-29th, but I can discuss further when I return.


Major comments:


1.  Should list a brief background history of parcel so Leasee knows what contaminates they can expect.
2.  Page 1, section 2.0 - Under this FOSL, is the Leasee only allowed to demolish buildings and stockpile?  What
about the foundations?  Can they sample groundwater, soil vapor and soil too?
3.  Page 2 - We should mention the NEPA and reuse compliance for the site.
4.  Page 2-3, section 3.1.1.1 - Since one of the restrictions are alterations, disturbance and removal of any
component of a response or cleanup action, we should show where we plan to do these activities at instead of just
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refer them to the ROD.  We can add a figure that shows the areas where we need to excavate and where the GW
wells for our RA are located at.
5.  We need to discuss how much we depend on the RMP.  After reading their first version of the Pre-development
RMP, it scares me.
6.  page 4, sec 3.1.1.2 - "The Navy has investigated ....and is in the process of demolishing buildings 364, 365 and
408"  I think we have already demolished these.  Check with Dane
        We are missing building 439 (at least one room)
        We should probably mention sand blast incase they find some.
7.  Page 7 section 3.1.3.3 - UST and TPH - We need to mention our up coming investigations and what we are
doing.  Please add a reference and work with Simon Loli.
8.  Page 12 - same comment as #5, be careful how much we refer to the RMP.
9.  Page 12 - Notifications - with the high chemical contamination, where are these areas?  Does this mean they
cannot demolish a foundation?  Please make this clear.
10.  Overall - Do we need to mention the cultural resources sensitive areas for a FOSL?
11.  Page 13, section 3.2.3.  I would suggest another table with the buildings and what restrictions they have (rad,
chemical, etc.)
12.  Figures - we should include a figure that shows where we plan to do a RA from our actions in the ROD.  At
least the leasee will know where they can do activities at and where they cannot.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2009 13:32
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: FW: Internal Draft Finding of Suitability to Lease Parcel G, Hunters Point Shipyard


Who gets this for review???


Thanks,
Sarah
-----Original Message-----
From: Merrifield, Campbell [mailto:Campbell.Merrifield@ttemi.com]
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2009 12:24
To: Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Hall, Steve; Kelly, Dennis
Subject: Internal Draft Finding of Suitability to Lease Parcel G, Hunters Point Shipyard


Sarah,
Attached is the PDF of the Internal Draft FOSL for Parcel G, as well as the Word document, hard copies will be
delivered Monday.


We'd appreciate comments by June 30, 2009.


Thanks!


We Moved! -
Campbell Merrifield | Environmental Scientist  Tetra Tech EM Inc.
1999 Harrison Street, Suite 500 | Oakland, CA 94612
Direct: 510-302-6339 | Main: 510-302-6300 | Fax: 510-433-0830 www.tetratech.com <http://www.tetratech.com/>
PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside
information. Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this
message and then delete it from your system.
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From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;


Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: Community meetings from May 22nd
Date: Wednesday, August 19, 2009 5:46:25 PM


Gilkeysan,


Here is a list of meetings and a summary of their topics and locations from May 22, 2009 to now.


Before May 22:


April 8 - CAC meeting at Arc Ecology - presentation of Parcel E-2 RI/FS.  It was not our presentation, but Navy
answered 90% of questions. 
April 14 - Navy Dust Community Meeting held in B101 at HPS.
April 29 - Navy community meeting at Alex pitcher room.  Presentations on Parcel G ZVI TS, IR-7/18 RD,
Basewide GW program and TPH program.
May 20 - NEPA, Chinese community meeting at the HPS Police Station


From May 22 - August 19


May 27 - NEPA, SE Community Facility Commission at the Alex Pitcher Room
June 10 - NEPA, Bayview Hunters Point Tenants Groups and "Power" Advocate Group, not sure if you want to take
credit for this since we did not have any Navy representatives present.  Not sure of location.
July 30 - Navy Technical community meeting to discuss Parcel E draft FS at the YMCA in the Bay View Area.
August 10 - Morgan Heights (condos directly adjacent to HPS) - Discussed basewide activities on the base including
current and future projects on Parcel B.  They were mostly interested in any future projects that might affect their
living conditions near their residences, such as noise.


Future meetings:


August 25 - Hunters Point Shipyard Poster Board Open House.  Held at the Alex pitcher room from 5 - 7.  To
discuss basewide activities, radiological program, upcoming projects, and history of Hunters Point.
September 16 -  CAC meeting on Early Transfer Process.
TBD in Sept - Technical meeting on Parcel E-2 RI/FS.


Let me know if you have any questions.


Melanie
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From: Hall, Steve
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N; Dougherty, Bill; Pearce, Ralph E CIV


NAVFAC SW
Subject: HPS Early Transfer Schedule
Date: Friday, November 2, 2007 1:10:00 PM
Importance: High


I've posted a new version of the early transfer schedule on the ftp site
ftp://ftp.ttemi.com/


The file name is HPS Draft Early Transfer Project Schedule_Ex 110207.mpp
This is a Microsoft Project file.


Last night I noticed all the importing, transferring and modifications
have resulted in significant changes (errors) to durations; so I'm
QA'ing the schedule and correcting the time periods to match the FFA
schedule and restore time periods. The revised version is corrected for
Parcels B and 49. The increased time for the transfer documents
specified by the Navy have increased the lead time required for the Rad
work and the ROD to complete the early transfers.  The current version
on the ftp site shows Rad work needs approval by October 20, 2009 for
Parcel B, and by January 30, 2009 for Parcel 49, The ROD for Parcel 49
needs to be moved up to be completed by mid-Jan 2009.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve
Sent: Thursday, November 01, 2007 6:08 PM
To: 'Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW'; 'Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N';
Dougherty, Bill; ralph.pearce@navy.mil
Subject: Parcel B Early Transfer pdf


I'll post the current complete Microsft Project file on the TTEMI ftp
site.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186
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From: Hall, Steve
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito,


Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: ET Schedules for Parcels B and 49
Date: Wednesday, June 18, 2008 11:02:46 AM


Thanks Thomas. I'll update the schedule.


Keith, I'll forward the early transfer project and draft FFA schedules
once I incorporate all the changes (as provided below and the changes
for the document matrix).


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
[mailto:thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil]
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2008 10:17 AM
To: McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Hall, Steve
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West
Subject: RE: ET Schedules for Parcels B and 49


Hi Steve,
Here is what I see as the answers.  I recognize there may be some
complicating factors, but for now I've kept these answers as simple as
possible.  Please feel free to call if you have followup questions.


Q1: How do I need to adjust the HPS early transfer schedules for
amending the FFA agreement as each parcel is transferred?
A1: The FFA amendments can follow the same schedule as the LUC, AOC, and
the rest of the items that will be draft-final status when fowarded to
the Governor/EPA.


Q2: I understand that waiting until after the Governor signs the CDR is
too late.
A2: In my opinion, the FFA amendment would not be signed until after the
Govenor/EPA concur with the CDR package.  Am I missing something?


Q3: Also, how quickly after the CDR is signed should the quitclaim deed
be signed?
A3: We don't have a default answer for this.  I don't recall the
previous schedules haveing an unreasonable amount of time for this.
Let's just let it ride and see if anyone comments on that portion over
the next year.  The current timeline for this is presumably constricted
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to end by 11/2009 or asap based on predecessors (the asap date, as I
recall, is March 2010 for Parcel G).


--TLM.


-----Original Message-----
From: McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2008 9:21
To: 'Hall, Steve'; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West
Subject: RE: ET Schedules for Parcels B and 49


Steve,


Sorry.  This is outside of my experience.  I chimed in regarding the CDR
when NEPA was involved.  Perhaps Thomas and Beth would provide the best
answer on the questions below.


Patrick


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Monday, June 16, 2008 11:16
To: McCay, Patrick J CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: ET Schedules for Parcels B and 49


Patrick,
How do I need to adjust the HPS early transfer schedules for amending
the FFA agreement as each parcel is transferred? I understand that
waiting until after the Governor signs the CDR is too late. Also, how
quickly after the CDR is signed should the quitclaim deed be signed?


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
[mailto:keith.s.forman@navy.mil]
Sent: Monday, June 16, 2008 8:51 AM
To: Hall, Steve
Subject: FW: FW: pdfs of ET Schedules for Parcels B and 49


 Steve,
   When do you think we will be in a position to get out a new FFA
schedule?
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-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Lanphar [mailto:TLanphar@dtsc.ca.gov]
Sent: Friday, June 13, 2008 15:42
To: ripperda.mark@epa.gov; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW;
amy.brownell@sfdph.org; Erich Simon
Cc: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: Re: FW: pdfs of ET Schedules for Parcels B and 49


Thanks Melanie,
When will you send a new complete FFA Amendment schedule?  I believe the
only official schedule is from July of last year.  My management is
keeping a much closure look at schedules, delays and missed deadlines.
A new FFA schedule will be a great help.


Thanks,
Tom


>>> "Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW" <melanie.kito@navy.mil> 6/12/2008
>>> 11:19 AM >>>
Here are the Pdfs of the early transfer schedule for Parcel B and G
(49).  The FFA Amendment dates still needs to be corrected.  Once this
is corrected, we will send out another version.


Melanie
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From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV


NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Hall, Steve -- EMI
Cc: Michael R. Lewis (michael.lewis@sealaska.com)
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)
Date: Monday, June 15, 2009 1:11:16 PM


Sure, if that sounds good to the rest.  I'm out the rest of the week but will be here all next week.
--tlm.


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2009 12:50
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Hall, Steve
-- EMI
Cc: Michael R. Lewis (michael.lewis@sealaska.com)
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


 Thomas and Steve,


Can we have another Scheduling meeting so everyone can be on the same page again.  We really need to scrub this
schedule and it seems like we are back to square one with some of the details.


Thanks


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2009 9:54
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C
CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Thanks Kito.
I checked the Managers Schedule.  I noticed a few things that don't fit with our previous discussions of it.  Plus, I
have a few comments that have been discussed in the past.


1.  We want to see the predecessors column.


2.  We don't want to see the %complete column.


3.  Execute ETCA, Execute AOC, Execute CRUP, Final RMP, Execute FFA Amendment should all match the
Execute Deed date.


4.  I didn't check this yet: the draft finals of those key documents in item 3 above need to be ready for the CDR
package to the Governor and EPA.


New comments:


1. Please show the Draft ETCA to regulatory agencies date (recall how eager Bob Carr is to see the draft ETCA).


2. The schedule shows that the Draft CRUP was already sent to the BCT which is not true.
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--Thomas.


P.s. Would you say that the entire schedule has been vetted through the City yet? I realize that they have seen
previous versions before, but is it your opinion that they agree with the timing and layout the key elements?


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 16:22
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N
Subject: FW: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


 We need to take a final look at the managers schedule before I send it out to everyone.


I would like to send this out this week, so I will check with everyone again on Thursday to see if anyone has any
significant problems.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Santos, Greg [mailto:Greg.Santos@tetratech.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 8:03
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Hall, Steve; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Melanie, please see attached.  It addresses the items I mentioned in the previous email below.  Please let me know if
you need any other changes.


Greg Santos | Project Controls Engineer
Direct: 619.471.3545 | Fax: 619.471.3572 greg.santos@tetratech.com


Tetra Tech EC | Project Controls
1230 Columbia Street Suite 750 | San Diego. CA 92101 | www.tteci.com


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.


-----Original Message-----
From: Santos, Greg
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 7:41 AM
To: 'Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW'
Cc: Hall, Steve; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


In reference to pages 3 and 6 regarding FSS for the buildings are for parcel B,  I removed all the report detail as
requested, but left the line items for field work (This condensed the Rad items quite a bit, but still leaves summary
groupings related to the field work).  During prior MGMT format review, field work was requested to be shown.
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I will revise the schedule to do the following:


- Filter out field work under FSS sections (So ALL the FSS detailed tasks are not shown).


- included "execute deed" line for each parcel


- G RAD RACR to March 2010


Greg Santos | Project Controls Engineer
Direct: 619.471.3545 | Fax: 619.471.3572 greg.santos@tetratech.com


Tetra Tech EC | Project Controls
1230 Columbia Street Suite 750 | San Diego. CA 92101 | www.tteci.com


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 4:51 PM
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Santos, Greg
Cc: Hall, Steve; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


 One more thing, please include an "execute deed" line item for each of the parcels.


Thanks


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 16:37
To: 'Santos, Greg'
Cc: Hall, Steve; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Doesn't Page 3 and 6 still have all of the FSS for the buildings for Parcel B?   I did not look past these pages.


Also, did we send the CRUP out the BCT on 4/23/09?  If so, I never saw it.


Can somebody please call me tomorrow morning to explain why the B and G FOSLs are delayed by 4 months?  I
just asked my legal and real estate folks and they told me that they should not be related to rad documents. 
Remember, we FOSLed Building 103 already.  We are running out of time since I need to present this at 1pm
tomorrow.


Thanks, 


I will be in the office at 7am, so please call me at your earliest convenience.


Melanie
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-----Original Message-----
From: Santos, Greg [mailto:Greg.Santos@tetratech.com]
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 14:55
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Hi Melanie, I removed the Rad detail for the FSS reports and SUPRs.  Please let me know if there's anything else
you'd like to condense for the MGMT view.


Greg


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 1:29 PM
To: Santos, Greg
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


 Thanks Greg,


I noticed that the managers schedule still had a many rad details.  Can you please remove all of those before I bring
this to the managers meeting tomorrow?  Thanks.


Attached is the summary schedule with the baseline dates.  The orange blocks show the delays.  I changed the parcel
G dates for the rad RACR.  The new dates was Jan 2010 and the old date was March 2010.  I changed it back to
March 2010.


Let me know if you disagree with anything.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Santos, Greg [mailto:Greg.Santos@tetratech.com]
Sent: Friday, June 05, 2009 12:58
To: Urizar, Lara L CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO West; Yantos, Christopher N CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO
West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Kayaci, G Hamide CTR OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO West; Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


All:


Attached is the latest schedule separated by RPM.  I'm having issues with the FTP site so have attached the files to
this email instead of posting on the FTP site.  I went to 11x17 due to the added baseline information.    Please review
and comment.  If you have any questions please let me know. 


I also understand that rpm responsibilites may have changed.  Please let me know of any org changes and I will
reflect in the schedule accordingly.
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Greg Santos | Project Controls Engineer


Direct: 619.471.3545 | Fax: 619.471.3572


greg.santos@tetratech.com


Tetra Tech EC | Project Controls


1230 Columbia Street Suite 750 | San Diego. CA 92101 | www.tteci.com


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.








From: Edward.Kilduff@ch2m.com
To: jjfenton@mactec.com; drathnayake@mactec.com
Cc: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West;


Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com; GGoodemote@kleinfelder.com; Tim.Mower@tetratech.com
Subject: Environmental Insurance Information
Date: Monday, September 27, 2010 9:31:35 PM


Hello Dharme and Jeff,


I’ve spent the last couple of days reviewing the groundwater data for parcels B & G, and I have come up with the
following.  Also, I have run this by Tim Mower, the author of the RAMP.


In summary,


Parcel B (including IR 7/18) – 40 wells total, including 9 wells sampled semi-annually for 5 years (2 in IR 7/18),
and 6 other wells sampled semi-annually for 2 years.


Parcel G – 32 wells total, including 2 wells sampled semi-annually for 5 years, and 9 other wells sampled semi-
annually for 2 years.


I’m copying Tim on this email, so if I’ve misunderstood anything or am off-base, Tim, please speak up.


As far as explanatory details go ...


For Parcel B (including IR 7/18), we currently have 54 wells, but we could cut that down to 40 wells and still have
enough for sampling and water levels.  For Parcel G, we currently have 40 wells, but we could cut that down to 32
and still have enough for water levels and sampling.


For Parcel B, there are only 4 wells that continue to have concentrations above or near their action limits.  They are
IR10MW13A1 (for VOCs), IR10MW59A (vinyl chloride), IR10MW61A (vinyl chloride), and IR26MW51A (for
Hg).   These four wells should be sampled semi-annually for five years.   The RAMP lists 9 other wells, and three of
these should likewise be sampled semi-annually for five years (IR10MW31A1, IR10MW71A, IR46MW43A) The
remaining 6 RAMP wells should be sampled semi-annually for only 2 years.  In addition to the aforementioned, the
two shoreline wells in IR 7/18 also should be sampled semi-annually for five years.


For Parcel G, there are only 2 wells that continue to have concentrations above or near their action limits.  They are
IR09PPY1 (Hex Chrome) and IR71MW03A (for VOCs).  Those two wells should be sampled semi-annually for 5
years.  There are 9 other wells recommended for continued sampling in the RAMP for G, and they should be
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sampled semi-annually for 2 years.


This monitoring strategy is in line with the RAMPs, but recent results might be used to argue to cut back the
program more aggressively, but nevertheless, these details are in line with what the regulators have already
approved.  If you have any questions, please get in touch.


~ Many thanks, Ed K.


P.S. I still need to confirm the total number of wells per parcel in the morning.   In other words, I will confirm
whether our Navy RPM wishes to reduce the number of wells in B from 54 to 40 … and in G from 40 to 32 …  prior
to transfer.


______________________________________________________


Ed Kilduff PGP, PG, CHG, CEG, LEED BD+C


CH2M HILL, Inc.


Environmental Services Business Group


Phone: 360.472.0076








From: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
To: Laura Duchnak ; douglas.gilkey@navy.mil
Subject: FW: Hunters Point New Home for the 49ers
Date: Tuesday, January 9, 2007 8:41:54 AM


Fyi...  Most info was cut from the email that I sent Mr. Arny last week.  kk


-----Original Message-----
From: Arny, Wayne CIV ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC, OASN(I&E)
Sent: Tuesday, January 09, 2007 8:37 AM
To: Tye, Robert W CDR OASN(FM&C) FMB
Cc: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Subject: FW: Hunters Point New Home for the 49ers


Rob,


        BG needed a response ASAP, so Kimberly and I got on the phone with him.  Below is the result.


Wayne Arny


-----Original Message-----
From: Wright, BG (Appropriations) [mailto:BG_Wright@appro.senate.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 09, 2007 11:30
To: Arny, Wayne CIV ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC, OASN(I&E)
Subject: RE: Hunters Point New Home for the 49ers


Hunter’s Point Update                           January 9, 2007


RE: 49ers Proposal


The Navy met with the City of San Francisco and Lennar (a developer) the last week of December and was
presented the concept of building a new 49ers stadium on Hunters Point.  The City feels that in order to compete
with Santa Clara, it must be able to show a way forward in San Francisco with construction complete before the
2012 football season.  Over the holidays, the Navy looked at the feasibility of making this happen as it would
require conveyance by 2009. 


For years we have known that there is low level radioactive waste in the storm and sewer lines that would need to be
left in place as it cannot physically be removed to meet the proposed schedule.  Clearly, the regulators would have a
significant say in that.  The Navy needs to converse with its RASO (Radiological Assessment Support Office) and
state and federal regulators to determine the appropriate path forward.  This is the biggest challenge.  The Navy still
has many questions regarding how much acreage and the specifics of the transfer.  There are also other
environmental cleanup (CERCLA) sites on these parcels that will require accelerated cleanup prior to transfer.


The Navy is not opposed to this concept, in fact, the Navy is eager to assist the city in the property transfer, but will
need the city’s active support in order to complete the entire transaction.  However, this will require a great deal of
coordination and likely a conveyance by early transfer. 


Please ensure that all parties understand that the receiver will need to take Parcel D and ALL of Parcel E (which
includes E and E-2) as not to leave parcel E-2 stranded – thereby making this property impossible to develop.
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From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West;


Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Ault,
Melanie A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (EI&E),
BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN
(EI&E), BRAC PMO


Subject: 49ers/redevelopment news clip 22FEB11
Date: Tuesday, February 22, 2011 8:35:01 AM


Santa Clara moving to protect redevelopment money for Niners stadium


By Lisa Fernandez
San Jose Mercury News
Posted: 02/20/2011 08:15:59 PM PST
Updated: 02/20/2011 08:45:48 PM PST


Fearful that it could lose up to $40 million in redevelopment funds already promised for a new 49ers football
stadium, the Santa Clara City Council plans on Tuesday to send a message to Gov. Jerry Brown: Don't take away
our stadium money.


City leaders are doing whatever they can to remind the governor that the 68,500-seat, $937 million stadium planned
next to the Great America theme park has been a long-standing project that involves redevelopment funds, and
should not be cut under Brown's proposal to do away with redevelopment agencies.


Without redevelopment funds, city leaders say they have no other public money to tap for the project, which city
voters approved in June under the promise the city wouldn't use money from its general fund.


"The state's raid on local redevelopment agencies is a terrible thing," said Santa Clara Mayor Jamie Matthews.


As a proactive measure, the City Council plans Tuesday to "memorialize" official language into the stadium deal,
effectively etching in stone that leaders had been crafting the proposal long before Brown began looking at
disbanding redevelopment agencies.


"We wanted to be clear in our language that this has been planned out and under way for a long time," said acting
assistant city manager Carol McCarthy. "We've been working on this for four years."


Shortly after he took office, Brown proposed doing away with redevelopment agencies across the state and
funneling that money to schools and local governments.


At issue specifically for the upcoming 49ers stadium project is up to $40 million that the Santa Clara
Redevelopment Agency has previously committed -- and voters approved spending in June.


Bill Bailey of Santa Clarans Play Fair, the grass-roots group formed in opposition to any public funding of the
stadium, said he supported Brown's plan to phase out redevelopment agencies.


"This property tax money should go to the county and to schools," Bailey said. "That was the original intent. We
shouldn't be subsidizing the 49ers."


No Plan B


McCarthy stressed that of the "up to $40 million," city leaders believe they'll need to issue only $26 million in
bonds, and the rest could be borrowed from the team to cover the redevelopment portion of the stadium contribution.


Still, if the state Legislature decides to force redevelopment agencies to close up shop -- and cut off their cash flow -
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- McCarthy conceded: "I don't know what we'll do."


McCarthy said the city would not put out another vote for Santa Clara residents. "We'll have to come up with
another source of funding, a private source," she said.


Matthews reiterated: "The money would have to come from the team or other investors. But it wouldn't become an
obligation for the taxpayers."


The ballot measure that voters approved in June prohibits the city from dipping into any city fund other than the
Redevelopment Agency to pay for the stadium project.


Matthews said no one's been knocking on any doors looking for money just yet.


"At this point, we're just waiting to see what will occur," he said.


Similarly, 49ers spokeswoman Lisa Lang said the team has no Plan B.


"The voters voted on it," Lang said. "That money is an important part of the project and we're expecting it."


'We're concerned'


Lang also noted that of the approximately $40 million, the 49ers have guaranteed a $17 million advance to the
Redevelopment Agency portion of the project.


But if redevelopment agencies disappear, Lang said: "The team would have to figure out how to address the gap.
But we're not there yet."


On Tuesday, the council also is expected to establish itself as the Stadium Authority, which would own and operate
the proposed stadium.


The council also will vote to allow the Redevelopment Agency to issue new debt so that the agency can issue bonds
for the stadium construction and other infrastructure improvements in the Bayshore North Area.


Santa Clara City Council meeting
The council will discuss redevelopment at a meeting at 7 p.m. Tuesday in the council chamber, 1500 Warburton
Ave. It will be broadcast live in Santa Clara on Municipal Cable Channel 15.


To read this article on line, please go to:
http://www.mercurynews.com/breaking-news/ci_17439463?nclick_check=1



http://www.mercurynews.com/breaking-news/ci_17439463?nclick_check=1






From: Mower, Tim
To: Doug Peeler; Scott Fenby
Cc: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Hall, Steve; Bley, Andrew
Subject: Request for GIS information on soil vapor samples and ARICs at HPS
Date: Monday, November 1, 2010 2:13:35 PM


Doug and Scott,


Could you please forward us the most updated GIS coverages that show the locations of soil vapor samples collected
and the colored ARIC grids? 


These would be for the figures that Melanie presented at the Oct 19-20 early transfer meetings (it was a set of 6-8 11x17
maps as I remember), or perhaps updates to these figures that may have been presented at the Oct 28 BCT meeting. 
Work directly with Andrew Bley (ph 510.302.6246) if you have any technical questions—but I’m hoping not since
we’ve done this GIS transfer process with you all before.


We will be incorporating the soil vapor sample locations into figures we’re preparing for the Navy that we’re trying to
complete tomorrow (Nov 2) so appreciate your earliest attention to this.  We’d like the whole data set, but we are
primarily focused on Parcels B and G, so if data from some other parcel will slow you down we could make do with
only the data for B and G.


Similarly, we will be incorporating the ARIC information in the finding for suitability for early transfer document so
want to get the most updated presentation of the ARICs at Parcels B and G that you have available.  Again, if the ARIC
information will slow you down, it can follow slightly later.


Can you also provide a simple total number (estimate is fine) of the number of soil gas samples collected in your field
effort?  That total only to be used in the context of “wow, look how many samples we collected” so round up.


Again, feel free to contact Andrew with any technical issues and call me with any other questions.


Thanks in advance for your quick help.


Tim


Timothy E. Mower, PG, PMP | Project Manager


Direct: 303.312.8874 | Main: 303.312.8800 | Fax: 303.295.2818


tim.mower@tetratech.com <mailto:tim.mower@tetratech.com>


Tetra Tech EM Inc.


518 17th Street, Suite 900 | Denver, CO 80202 | www.tetratech.com
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PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside
information. Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this
message and then delete it from your system.
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From: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: ACTION ITEM UPDATE
Date: Tuesday, February 1, 2011 11:35:49 AM


TLM,


  Per my notes, I had the action item for updating the Parcel G LUC/RD to be consistent with the new language we
inserted for the Parcel B LUC/RD. This was worked out with the BCT, and I signed out the revisions to go final on
1/11/11. Done!


KF



mailto:keith.s.forman@navy.mil
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From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV


NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)
Date: Monday, June 15, 2009 9:53:46 AM


Thanks Kito.
I checked the Managers Schedule.  I noticed a few things that don't fit with our previous discussions of it.  Plus, I
have a few comments that have been discussed in the past.


1.  We want to see the predecessors column.


2.  We don't want to see the %complete column.


3.  Execute ETCA, Execute AOC, Execute CRUP, Final RMP, Execute FFA Amendment should all match the
Execute Deed date.


4.  I didn't check this yet: the draft finals of those key documents in item 3 above need to be ready for the CDR
package to the Governor and EPA.


New comments:


1. Please show the Draft ETCA to regulatory agencies date (recall how eager Bob Carr is to see the draft ETCA).


2. The schedule shows that the Draft CRUP was already sent to the BCT which is not true.


--Thomas.


P.s. Would you say that the entire schedule has been vetted through the City yet? I realize that they have seen
previous versions before, but is it your opinion that they agree with the timing and layout the key elements?


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 16:22
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N
Subject: FW: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


 We need to take a final look at the managers schedule before I send it out to everyone.


I would like to send this out this week, so I will check with everyone again on Thursday to see if anyone has any
significant problems.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Santos, Greg [mailto:Greg.Santos@tetratech.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 8:03
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Hall, Steve; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)
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Melanie, please see attached.  It addresses the items I mentioned in the previous email below.  Please let me know if
you need any other changes.


Greg Santos | Project Controls Engineer
Direct: 619.471.3545 | Fax: 619.471.3572 greg.santos@tetratech.com


Tetra Tech EC | Project Controls
1230 Columbia Street Suite 750 | San Diego. CA 92101 | www.tteci.com


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.


-----Original Message-----
From: Santos, Greg
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 7:41 AM
To: 'Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW'
Cc: Hall, Steve; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


In reference to pages 3 and 6 regarding FSS for the buildings are for parcel B,  I removed all the report detail as
requested, but left the line items for field work (This condensed the Rad items quite a bit, but still leaves summary
groupings related to the field work).  During prior MGMT format review, field work was requested to be shown.


I will revise the schedule to do the following:


- Filter out field work under FSS sections (So ALL the FSS detailed tasks are not shown).


- included "execute deed" line for each parcel


- G RAD RACR to March 2010


Greg Santos | Project Controls Engineer
Direct: 619.471.3545 | Fax: 619.471.3572 greg.santos@tetratech.com


Tetra Tech EC | Project Controls
1230 Columbia Street Suite 750 | San Diego. CA 92101 | www.tteci.com


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 4:51 PM
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Santos, Greg
Cc: Hall, Steve; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)



mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil





 One more thing, please include an "execute deed" line item for each of the parcels.


Thanks


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 16:37
To: 'Santos, Greg'
Cc: Hall, Steve; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Doesn't Page 3 and 6 still have all of the FSS for the buildings for Parcel B?   I did not look past these pages.


Also, did we send the CRUP out the BCT on 4/23/09?  If so, I never saw it.


Can somebody please call me tomorrow morning to explain why the B and G FOSLs are delayed by 4 months?  I
just asked my legal and real estate folks and they told me that they should not be related to rad documents. 
Remember, we FOSLed Building 103 already.  We are running out of time since I need to present this at 1pm
tomorrow.


Thanks, 


I will be in the office at 7am, so please call me at your earliest convenience.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Santos, Greg [mailto:Greg.Santos@tetratech.com]
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 14:55
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Hi Melanie, I removed the Rad detail for the FSS reports and SUPRs.  Please let me know if there's anything else
you'd like to condense for the MGMT view.


Greg


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 1:29 PM
To: Santos, Greg
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


 Thanks Greg,


I noticed that the managers schedule still had a many rad details.  Can you please remove all of those before I bring
this to the managers meeting tomorrow?  Thanks.


Attached is the summary schedule with the baseline dates.  The orange blocks show the delays.  I changed the parcel
G dates for the rad RACR.  The new dates was Jan 2010 and the old date was March 2010.  I changed it back to
March 2010.



mailto:Greg.Santos@tetratech.com
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Let me know if you disagree with anything.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Santos, Greg [mailto:Greg.Santos@tetratech.com]
Sent: Friday, June 05, 2009 12:58
To: Urizar, Lara L CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO West; Yantos, Christopher N CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO
West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Kayaci, G Hamide CTR OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO West; Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


All:


Attached is the latest schedule separated by RPM.  I'm having issues with the FTP site so have attached the files to
this email instead of posting on the FTP site.  I went to 11x17 due to the added baseline information.    Please review
and comment.  If you have any questions please let me know. 


I also understand that rpm responsibilites may have changed.  Please let me know of any org changes and I will
reflect in the schedule accordingly.


Greg Santos | Project Controls Engineer


Direct: 619.471.3545 | Fax: 619.471.3572


greg.santos@tetratech.com


Tetra Tech EC | Project Controls


1230 Columbia Street Suite 750 | San Diego. CA 92101 | www.tteci.com


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.
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From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kesler,


Kimberly SES OASN ( I&E ) BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Ault, Melanie A CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


Subject: HPS/49ers Stadium clip 21DEC09
Date: Monday, December 21, 2009 8:59:28 AM


York: Oakland beats S.F. as 49ers stadium site


Phillip Matier,Andrew Ross
Sunday, December 20, 2009
SF Chronicle


If their Santa Clara stadium deal falls through, the San Francisco 49ers have identified a Bay Area Plan B: Oakland.


The Oakland Coliseum, Niners President Jed York said in an interview Friday, "has the location and the
infrastructure. It's right on a freeway, and it has BART access."


As for San Francisco and its envisioned stadium site at the old Hunters Point Naval Shipyard? It has none of those
things, York pointed out.


"At this point, Oakland just makes more sense," York said before jetting off with the team for today's game against
the Philadelphia Eagles.


Sharing a stadium with the Raiders - either in Oakland or Santa Clara - is "something that we would be open to
exploring," York said. However, he added, no talks are in the works.


The NFL has quietly been pushing the idea of both local teams playing in one stadium, preferably a plush new one
somewhere. York says that while the Niners would consider Oakland as a possible home, the Raiders would never
play in San Francisco - at least not under current boss Al Davis.


Raiders CEO Amy Trask declined to get into any dissing of the San Francisco stadium site, but made it clear that the
Raiders are "keeping an open mind" about a shared stadium - especially if it's in Oakland.


York "is right about (the Coliseum) being close to BART and the freeways," she said. "It also has infrastructure, and
Amtrak right next door."


York's comments come on the heels of a busy week for the 49ers, including the launching of a campaign to gain
voter approval for the Santa Clara stadium with a mailer featuring the endorsement of 52 city bigwigs.


Last week also saw the sale of Cedar Fair, owner of the Great America theme park next to the proposed stadium site,
to Apollo Global Management. That could complicate stadium talks - or it could be the first step in the 49ers taking
over Great America.


If it all falls apart in Santa Clara, however, York said the 49ers want to stay around here. The team has no interest in
Los Angeles, contrary to recent speculation, he said.


"The Bay Area is our home," York said.


To read this article on line, please go to:
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2009/12/19/BAG21B6ERB.DTL&type=49ers
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From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Dunn, Jacqueline E CIV NAVFAC SW, PACO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC


SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A
CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West


Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: B&G FOSET Questions - based on agency comments
Date: Tuesday, March 1, 2011 7:57:16 AM


JC, thanks for sending solomente the changed pages. Very efficient.


-----Original Message-----
From: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Friday, February 25, 2011 16:51
To: Dunn, Jacqueline E CIV NAVFAC SW, PACO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV
OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Callaway,
Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: B&G FOSET Questions - based on agency comments


My comments concerning the RTCs are annotated to the attached. 


Also, I have a couple of additional comments which were included in my e-mail message of March 2010. 


1.  Paragraph 4.1 of the FOSET states that "The Parcel G ROD identifies the future uses of Parcel G as mixed uses,
educational and cultural, and open space (Navy 2009a)."  This is not accurate.  Paragraph 2.4 of the Parcel G ROD
identifies "Current and Potential Future Site Uses" as residential, industrial and recreational, stating:


"The reuses defined in the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency’s 1997 Reuse Plan were evaluated by the
following exposure scenarios: residential (mixed-use and research and development blocks), industrial (industrial
and educational/cultural blocks), and recreational (open space block). The groundwater in the A aquifer, as
discussed in the Feasibility Study, is not suitable for use as (drinking water(13)). Exposures to the A aquifer were
evaluated based on indoor air inhalation and transport to the Bay. The groundwater in the B-aquifer was evaluated
as a drinking water source, though it has low potential for use as drinking water."


There is no mention in the FOSET of residential or industrial uses even though such uses are expressly stated in the
Parcel G ROD.  Please note that the term "mixed use" need not include residential (see San Francisco Planning
Code, Article 8, Section 843).


2.  Paragraph 6.1.1, fails to include the information required by CERCLA Section 120(h)(3)(A)(i)(III) - a description
of the remedial action taken, if any.


John


-----Original Message-----
From: Dunn, Jacqueline E CIV NAVFAC SW, PACO
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2011 19:43
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Macchiarella,
Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV
NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: B&G FOSET Questions - based on agency comments


Team:
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Attached are the RTCs for the agency/city/public comments on the B&G FOSET.  Review and input by February 18
would be appreciated.  The current working draft/forecast B&G FOSET schedule (unpublished internal schedule)
has us submitting the Preliminary Draft Final FOSET to the agencies & the City by April 8, 2011.  To make this
date, we need to resolve any remaining issues by the end of March.


A few items specifically needing the team's input...


1.  EPA Comment 13:  In the text (section 1.1 - page 4), we list all of the items that are included in the Covenant
Deferral Request package.  We note that in addition to the FOSET and its attachments the deferral request pkg also
includes a variety of documents, including the LUC RD & RMP.  EPA (Mark Ripperda) asked why these items
were listed as part of the deferral request pkg.  Is this correct?  Are the LUC RD & RMP part of this package?


2.  EPA Comment 42 / DTSC Comment 11 / City Comment 36 / City Comment 40 / City Comment 41: 
EPA's comment notes: " This language is overly broad, FOSET should describe allocation between Navy and
Respondents." ->  I'm not sure what EPA is trying to get at here.  Is there better language that we should be using?
DTSC's comment notes: "This section does not discuss any conditions for which the Navy retains responsibility and
should either be expanded to discuss them consistent with the transfer documentation, or removed from the
document."  -> Can we use more specific language here?  If so, what should we use?
The City notes: "More generally, this section does not fully explain what has been done by Navy and what will be
done by SFRA.  Please revise the text accordingly."


CURRENT FOSET TEXT:  Section 5.3 CONDITIONS FOR WHICH THE NAVY RETAINS RESPONSIBILITY
- states: "Responsibility for all known environmental conditions requiring regulatory closure, is being transferred to
the SFRA, with accompanying appropriate funds to allow for completion of remaining regulatory obligations
pursuant to an ETCA." 


3.  EPA Comment 47: EPA's comment notes: "Limitation on covenant is not correct.  Please clarify that the
limitation refers only to transferee's status at the date of transfer." ->  Is this correct?


CURRENT FOSET TEXT:  6.3.1 Remedial Obligation - states: "The deed from the Navy to the SFRA will include
a covenant by the United States, made pursuant to the provisions of CERCLA § 120(h)(3)(A)(ii)(II), warranting that
the United States will conduct any additional remedial action found to be necessary after the Early Transfer Property
has been transferred. The covenant will not apply in any case in which the person or entity to whom the real
property is transferred is a potentially responsible party with respect to such property." 


4.  EPA Comment 49:  EPA's comment notes: "The FOSET should include the Navy's commitment to provide the
Warranty when all remedial actions have been taken."


In the FOSET text, are we supposed to have a commitment to provide a CERCLA warranty post-remedial action
completion?  I'm not sure the FOSET is the appropriate place for this - but I don't really know.


5.  City Comment 35.a.: Amy notes: "Please revise the first sentence to state that land use and activity restrictions,
enforceable through ICs, have been identified.  Also, at the end of the first sentence of section 4.2, "Parcels and G"
should be "Parcels B and G."  The second sentence states that the ICs are necessary during the covenant deferral
period, but that is not accurate.  In fact, the activity restrictions will remain in place even after the covenant deferral
period.  This section then goes on to describe the RMPS, but the RMPS are not ICs.  A much clearer explanation is
needed of what "special" requirements, ICs or other measures, are in place during the covenant deferral period
versus after remediation is complete."


I'm thinking this goes back to how we discuss ICs in the UC1/UC2 FOST text that we just did.  What type of
information do y'all want to see here?







6.  City Comment 46: Amy notes: "In the first sentence, in (1), please change "the SFRA will remediate
contamination" to "the SFRA will complete remediation."  The second paragraph should be edited down to read:
"Under the planned ETCA, the Navy will provide funds for the environmental remediation.  These funds will
include the cost of an environmental insurance policy insuring against cost overruns and paying for cleanup of
previously undiscovered conditions for which the Navy does not retain responsibility."  This paragraph can also be
merged with the first paragraph."


I think this may actually go hand in hand with the CERCLA warranty question that EPA posed (Item #4 above). 
How do y'all want to handle this?  I don't know how the insurance stuff actually works.


7.  City Comment 59: Amy notes: in reference to App A Table A-1a - "The footnote indicates that the petroleum
products listed fall within the scope of the CERCLA Petroleum exclusion (CERCLA Section 101(14). If this is the
case, why is this table included in this appendix?


ChaduxTt was directed to follow a FOST for MCAS El Toro which included a similar table which include
petroleum products.  ChaduxTt specifically asked about this table and why it would be included, and the Navy
mentioned a lawsuit at Alameda where the deed didn't provide notice for something non-CERCLA related.  Please
confirm that table should remain.
Rex/John - were you a part of this conversation?  Is this correct?


Thanks,
V/r,
Jackie


===============================
Jacqueline E. Dunn, P.E.
Environmental Engineer / Remedial Project Manager


Navy BRAC Program Management Office
1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900
San Diego, CA 92108


COMM:   619.532.0777
Email:  jacqueline.dunn@navy.mil


"You do not lead by hitting people over the head - that's assault, not leadership." -Dwight D. Eisenhower-


Privacy Act - 1974 As amended applies.
This E-Mail may contain information which must be protected IAW DOD 5400.11R, and is For Official Use Only








From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: "Hall, Steve"; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen,


Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: "michael.lewis@sealaska.com"; "Santos, Greg"
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)
Date: Monday, June 22, 2009 7:49:59 AM


2pm works well.
Sounds like I'll be the only one there.  I'll give you my comments.  ]
Phone or in person?


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2009 9:27
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey,
Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: michael.lewis@sealaska.com; Santos, Greg
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Thomas,
How about Monday at 1 or 2? Please let which is best for you.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2009 8:21 AM
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Hall, Steve; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West
Cc: michael.lewis@sealaska.com; Santos, Greg
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


I will not be here on Mon or Tues since I will be SF, however, you don't need me, do you?


-----Original Message-----
From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2009 16:27
To: 'Hall, Steve'; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: michael.lewis@sealaska.com; Santos, Greg
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Both days are good with me.  I'm open except for Monday before 10am.  
Doug will be out.  Besides him, are we all attending?  Name a time.
Tx, TLM.
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-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2009 14:18
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey,
Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: michael.lewis@sealaska.com; Santos, Greg
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


How about June 22 or 23? I'll be flying to Oakland on June 24, for the BCT meeting on the 25th.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West [mailto:thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil]
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2009 1:11 PM
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C
CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Hall, Steve
Cc: michael.lewis@sealaska.com
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Sure, if that sounds good to the rest.  I'm out the rest of the week but will be here all next week.
--tlm.


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2009 12:50
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Hall, Steve
-- EMI
Cc: Michael R. Lewis (michael.lewis@sealaska.com)
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


 Thomas and Steve,


Can we have another Scheduling meeting so everyone can be on the same page again.  We really need to scrub this
schedule and it seems like we are back to square one with some of the details.


Thanks


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2009 9:54
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C
CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)
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Thanks Kito.
I checked the Managers Schedule.  I noticed a few things that don't fit with our previous discussions of it.  Plus, I
have a few comments that have been discussed in the past.


1.  We want to see the predecessors column.


2.  We don't want to see the %complete column.


3.  Execute ETCA, Execute AOC, Execute CRUP, Final RMP, Execute FFA Amendment should all match the
Execute Deed date.


4.  I didn't check this yet: the draft finals of those key documents in item 3 above need to be ready for the CDR
package to the Governor and EPA.


New comments:


1. Please show the Draft ETCA to regulatory agencies date (recall how eager Bob Carr is to see the draft ETCA).


2. The schedule shows that the Draft CRUP was already sent to the BCT which is not true.


--Thomas.


P.s. Would you say that the entire schedule has been vetted through the City yet? I realize that they have seen
previous versions before, but is it your opinion that they agree with the timing and layout the key elements?


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 16:22
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N
Subject: FW: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


 We need to take a final look at the managers schedule before I send it out to everyone.


I would like to send this out this week, so I will check with everyone again on Thursday to see if anyone has any
significant problems.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Santos, Greg [mailto:Greg.Santos@tetratech.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 8:03
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Hall, Steve; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Melanie, please see attached.  It addresses the items I mentioned in the previous email below.  Please let me know if
you need any other changes.


Greg Santos | Project Controls Engineer
Direct: 619.471.3545 | Fax: 619.471.3572 greg.santos@tetratech.com
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Tetra Tech EC | Project Controls
1230 Columbia Street Suite 750 | San Diego. CA 92101 | www.tteci.com


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.


-----Original Message-----
From: Santos, Greg
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 7:41 AM
To: 'Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW'
Cc: Hall, Steve; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


In reference to pages 3 and 6 regarding FSS for the buildings are for parcel B,  I removed all the report detail as
requested, but left the line items for field work (This condensed the Rad items quite a bit, but still leaves summary
groupings related to the field work).  During prior MGMT format review, field work was requested to be shown.


I will revise the schedule to do the following:


- Filter out field work under FSS sections (So ALL the FSS detailed tasks are not shown).


- included "execute deed" line for each parcel


- G RAD RACR to March 2010


Greg Santos | Project Controls Engineer
Direct: 619.471.3545 | Fax: 619.471.3572 greg.santos@tetratech.com


Tetra Tech EC | Project Controls
1230 Columbia Street Suite 750 | San Diego. CA 92101 | www.tteci.com


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 4:51 PM
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Santos, Greg
Cc: Hall, Steve; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


 One more thing, please include an "execute deed" line item for each of the parcels.


Thanks


Melanie


-----Original Message-----



mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil





From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 16:37
To: 'Santos, Greg'
Cc: Hall, Steve; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Doesn't Page 3 and 6 still have all of the FSS for the buildings for Parcel B?   I did not look past these pages.


Also, did we send the CRUP out the BCT on 4/23/09?  If so, I never saw it.


Can somebody please call me tomorrow morning to explain why the B and G FOSLs are delayed by 4 months?  I
just asked my legal and real estate folks and they told me that they should not be related to rad documents. 
Remember, we FOSLed Building 103 already.  We are running out of time since I need to present this at 1pm
tomorrow.


Thanks, 


I will be in the office at 7am, so please call me at your earliest convenience.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Santos, Greg [mailto:Greg.Santos@tetratech.com]
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 14:55
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Hi Melanie, I removed the Rad detail for the FSS reports and SUPRs.  Please let me know if there's anything else
you'd like to condense for the MGMT view.


Greg


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 1:29 PM
To: Santos, Greg
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


 Thanks Greg,


I noticed that the managers schedule still had a many rad details.  Can you please remove all of those before I bring
this to the managers meeting tomorrow?  Thanks.


Attached is the summary schedule with the baseline dates.  The orange blocks show the delays.  I changed the parcel
G dates for the rad RACR.  The new dates was Jan 2010 and the old date was March 2010.  I changed it back to
March 2010.


Let me know if you disagree with anything.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Santos, Greg [mailto:Greg.Santos@tetratech.com]
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Sent: Friday, June 05, 2009 12:58
To: Urizar, Lara L CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO West; Yantos, Christopher N CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO
West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Kayaci, G Hamide CTR OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO West; Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


All:


Attached is the latest schedule separated by RPM.  I'm having issues with the FTP site so have attached the files to
this email instead of posting on the FTP site.  I went to 11x17 due to the added baseline information.    Please review
and comment.  If you have any questions please let me know. 


I also understand that rpm responsibilites may have changed.  Please let me know of any org changes and I will
reflect in the schedule accordingly.


Greg Santos | Project Controls Engineer


Direct: 619.471.3545 | Fax: 619.471.3572


greg.santos@tetratech.com


Tetra Tech EC | Project Controls


1230 Columbia Street Suite 750 | San Diego. CA 92101 | www.tteci.com


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.








From: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
To: wayne arny
Cc: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: HP RAD
Date: Thursday, January 25, 2007 1:24:10 PM


As requested.  No immediate risk to anyone walking around Hunters Point.


-----Original Message-----
From: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2007 11:36 AM
To: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Subject: RE: HP RAD


Kimberly:
Someone walking around the uncontrolled areas would only receive normal background levels.  Normal background
at Hunters Point is 5-7 micro Rem per hour.  The applicable standard is 100 milli Rem per year.  In summary
someone could be in the uncontrolled areas all day every day of the year and not exceed the standard.  We do have
impacted areas that are uncontrolled such as the landfill and sewer lines.  These areas are shielded with dirt and/or
concrete and thus walking on top only exposes you to normal background.  Now if someone were to trespass and
start digging holes in the landfill or along sewer lines, the exposure would obviously increase.


The controlled areas are different and levels would depend on the type of radioactivity present and the specific
radionuclide.  Many of the impacted areas are also shielded by dirt, concrete or in buildings or fenced areas.  It is
important to note that all workers in controlled areas are monitored and to date none have received a dose above the
standard.


R/
Doug
-----Original Message-----
From: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2007 10:33
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: HP RAD


Can you assist?  Looking for a number...


-----Original Message-----
From: Arny, Wayne CIV ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC, OASN(I&E)
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2007 10:28 AM
To: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Cc: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HP RAD


One problem:  He asked for a specific level that's present to people walking around.  If I give him "no immediate
risk," I know he'll still ask for a number.  Is it possible to get one?  Thanks.


-----Original Message-----
From: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2007 12:34
To: Arny, Wayne CIV ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC, OASN(I&E)
Cc: Sienicki, David J CDR (ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC OASN(I&E)); Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: HP RAD
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In response to SECNAV's question...


-----Original Message-----
From: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Tuesday, January 23, 2007 11:53 AM
To: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Klimek, Ann CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HP RAD


Kimberly:
There is no immediate risk to anyone walking around Hunters Point.  In fact we have had a number of tenants on the
Shipyard safely for decades.  All RAD levels at Hunters Point are considered low-level and are typically in
inaccessible locations such as the sewer and storm lines. RAD impacted areas where cleanup is planned or in
progress are marked and have controlled access.  When RAD work is taking place, all workers are briefed on risk
and applicable personal protective equipment.  In addition, all workers and equipment entering and leaving RAD
areas are screened for contamination so that no RAD leaves the site. Air monitoring is also in place during work.
R/
Doug


-----Original Message-----
From: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Sent: Tuesday, January 23, 2007 8:06
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West
Subject: HP RAD


SECNAV wants to know what the rough exposure levels of RAD are at HP.  Concern regarding level of exposure if
walking around.  Thanks, kk 








From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Bill.Dougherty@tteci.com; Ryan Ahlersmeyer (Ryan.Ahlersmeyer@tteci.com); Slack, Matthew L CIV SEA 04 04N;


Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N
Cc: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV


OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Bui, An H CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW; Knight, Darren CTR OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO West; Walden, Mark L CIV NAVFAC SW; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV
NAVFAC SW


Subject: FW: EMI - FTP site; RE: Early Transfer Schedule
Date: Friday, November 2, 2007 9:04:36 AM


Team,


I checked the ftp site and the updated master schedule is posted dated 110107.  We will still plan on having a
conference call at 1330 today to discuss what steps need to be done to have this completed by Monday. 


We need to be aware that this schedule is still being worked on and will change.  Please do not edit the MS project
version unless you let us know.


Thanks,


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Ulrika.Messer@tteci.com [mailto:Ulrika.Messer@tteci.com]
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2007 14:49
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Dougherty, Bill; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N;
Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW; Hall, Steve
Subject: EMI - FTP site; RE: Early Transfer Schedule


Melanie -


ftp://ftp.ttemi.com/


is what I have used for uploads and downloads to EMI in the past.  I would assume that this is also where Steve
would have placed the file.  The EMI ftp site is not restricted with a user name and/or password so the link above
would be all you need, as long as you know the name of the file that you are looking for.


Thanks.  Ulrika


Ulrika T. Messer | Project Manager
Direct: 619.471.3528 | Main: 619.234.8696 Ext: 228 | Fax: 619.234.8591 |
Cell: 619.208.7213
ulrika.messer@tteci.com


Tetra Tech EC | Remediation
1230 Columbia St, Suite 750 | San Diego, CA 92101 | www.tteci.com


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.
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             "Kito, Melanie R                                             
             CIV NAVFAC SW"                                               
             <melanie.kito@nav                                          To
             y.mil>                    "Hall, Steve"                      
                                       <steve.hall@ttemi.com>, "Lowman,   
             10/26/2007 02:17          Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N"           
             PM                        <laurie.lowman@navy.mil>,          
                                       <Ulrika.Messer@tteci.com>          
                                                                        cc
                                       "Dougherty, Bill"                  
                                       <bill.dougherty@tteci.com>,        
                                       "Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW"    
                                       <ralph.pearce@navy.mil>, "Forman,  
                                       Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO    
                                       West" <keith.s.forman@navy.mil>    
                                                                   Subject
                                       RE: Early Transfer Schedule        
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          


Can you provide the ftp site?


Ulrika,


Can you provide this site if Steve is not in the office?


Thanks,


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2007 7:46
To: Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N
Cc: Dougherty, Bill; Pearce, Ralph E CIV NAVFAC SW; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S
CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: Early Transfer Schedule


I've posted the lastest Microsoft Project file on the EMI ftp site. I can't provide a latest pdf until I get back in the
office in San Diego (hopefully by 3 today).


I still need to proof the schedule for the FFA items and update for the latest documents that have been issued, and
for the schedule extensions agreed to this week. I don't have the detail in the Parcel 49 rad work (or other parcels)
that I put in Parcel B. The parcel Ca nd E schedules are only place holders. I've forced some itemsas we talked
about, although the transfer documents of most parcels are going to require greater revision (forced changes) with
tighter schedules to meet the early transfer deadlines. I need input from the realty team to make sure transfer
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document changes can be done. I believe what is currently in this version will allow Laurie and Bill to identify
changes and additions needed in the rad work for 49 and the other parcels.


Steve


________________________________


From: Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N [mailto:laurie.lowman@navy.mil]
Sent: Tue 10/23/2007 1:54 PM
To: Hall, Steve
Cc: Dougherty, Bill; ralph.pearce@navy.mil; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: Early Transfer Schedule


Steve:
An additional question on the schedule.  I have compared your latest version with the version I submitted and I can't
determine why the dates were moved.  Can you please provide a list of "drop dead" dates or documents that
triggered the movement of the various radiological projects to earlier dates?
Thanks,
LLL


-----Original Message-----
From: Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N
Sent: Tuesday, October 23, 2007 15:43
To: 'Hall, Steve'
Cc: Dougherty, Bill; SWDIV Ralph E. Pearce (ralph.pearce@navy.mil); Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: Early Transfer Schedule


Steve:
I am working on the revisions for the Parcel 49 section of the schedule.
I thought I was going to receive a copy of the changes to the Parcel B schedule so I could bounce it against the
Parcel 49 changes.  Is there any chance this will be coming soon?
LLL


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 23, 2007 12:44
To: Dougherty, Bill
Cc: Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N
Subject: RE: Early Transfer Schedule


Bill,
I'm in SF for the BCT meeting. I'm still working on the revisions from last week. I've asked Melanie to see if we can
get some additional time as the BCT/RAB related activities impact being able to make revisions and conduct
reviews in order to finalize the schedule. Once the revisions are complete, I'll provide you with a revised version.


Steve


________________________________


From: Dougherty, Bill
Sent: Tue 10/23/2007 9:10 AM
To: Hall, Steve
Cc: laurie.lowman@navy.mil
Subject: Early Transfer Schedule
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Hi Steve,
        I hope all is going well in San Diego and that the fires don't affect you or your family.  I was speaking with
Laurie this morning and we were wondering if a revised schedule with the input from last week was available?  We
understand if this week was overtaken by events, but if a version is available would you please forward to both of
us.  I would again ask for a MS Project version since it does make reviewing much easier.


        Thanks for the help.


Bill sends...


Bill Dougherty | Project Manager
Direct: 415.216.2731 | Cell: 415.238.7006 Bill.Dougherty@tteci.com


Tetra Tech EC | Hunters Point Shipyard
270 Nimitz Blvd (Bldg 270) | San Francisco, CA 94124 | www.tteci.com


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.








From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Hill, John M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kesler,


Kimberly SES OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Ault, Melanie A
CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO
West; Theroux, Debra M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Walter, Lisa B CTR OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West


Subject: HPS/49ers Stadium news clip 19SEP11
Date: Monday, September 19, 2011 3:13:38 PM


Carmen Policy: Santa Clara stadium more and more likely


 
JK Dineen
San Francisco Business Times
Date: Monday, September 19, 2011, 2:39pm PDT


The pending $70 million sale of the Great America Amusement park to JMA Ventures and the San Francisco 49ers
removes a significant hurdle for the NFL team's proposed stadium in Santa Clara, said former Niners General
Manager Carmen Policy.


"They were able to take one potential challenge and set it aside," said Policy, who has pushed for an alternative
stadium site in the Hunters Point Shipyard. "The joint venture (with JMA) eliminates an issue the 49ers would have
had to deal with in terms of ongoing litigation and other complications that would have come up."


The park's current owner, Cedar Fair LP, had sued the city of Santa Clara and the city's redevelopment agency in
April 2010, alleging an environmental impact report on the stadium did not properly address traffic concerns. Not
only will the purchase of the Great America property end that litigation, the parking proceeds from the Great
America lot could also generate revenue for the team.


"Now I think with some serious luck and some very creative financing opportunities and an attractive win and loss
record, the Niners might be able to get that stadium built as a one team stadium."


But the No. 1 challenge -- how the team will finance the new $937 million stadium -- remains very much up in the
air, Policy added. The Niners have sold $138 million in luxury suites for proposed stadium. The recent 10-year
collective bargaining agreement between NFL owners and players provides some additional financing for new
stadiums, an estimated $100 million to $125 million a year. But to obtain financial help form the league the team
will have to sell NFL executives on a one-team stadium, rather than one that accommodates both the 49ers and the
Oakland Raiders. And if the 49ers do get league financing for a one-team stadium, it's highly unlikely that the
Raiders would get help as well.


"I can't imagine the league subsidizing two new stadiums in Northern California," said Policy.


And Policy is convinced that Oakland will not provide public support for a Raiders stadium.


"You have to understand the politics and the appearances of trying to build a sports stadium or arena with public
subsidy in a city were police officers are being laid off and firefighters are being furloughed," said Policy. "It just
doesn't ring well."


Of course, Policy still thinks the Hunters Point Shipyard is a better site for the Niners and encourages San Francisco
and shipyard developer Lennar to preserve the option as long as possible. Lennar, which is in the early stages of
developing 10,000 units of housing at the old shipyard, has said it it would preserve a site for the 49ers for several
more years.


"It's not costing the city anything to keep the option open," he said.


To read this article on line, please go to:
http://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/blog/2011/09/carmen-policy-santa-clara-stadium.html?page=all
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From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: "Hall, Steve"; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen,


Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: michael.lewis@sealaska.com; Santos, Greg
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)
Date: Monday, June 15, 2009 4:27:02 PM


Both days are good with me.  I'm open except for Monday before 10am.  
Doug will be out.  Besides him, are we all attending?  Name a time.
Tx, TLM.


-----Original Message-----
From: Hall, Steve [mailto:steve.hall@ttemi.com]
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2009 14:18
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey,
Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: michael.lewis@sealaska.com; Santos, Greg
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


How about June 22 or 23? I'll be flying to Oakland on June 24, for the BCT meeting on the 25th.


Steve Hall, P.G.
Senior Project Manager
Tetra Tech EM inc.
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1000
San Diego, CA  92101
Office: 619-321-6709
Cell:  713-829-5707
Fax:  619-525-7186


-----Original Message-----
From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West [mailto:thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil]
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2009 1:11 PM
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C
CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Hall, Steve
Cc: michael.lewis@sealaska.com
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Sure, if that sounds good to the rest.  I'm out the rest of the week but will be here all next week.
--tlm.


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2009 12:50
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Hall, Steve
-- EMI
Cc: Michael R. Lewis (michael.lewis@sealaska.com)
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


 Thomas and Steve,
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Can we have another Scheduling meeting so everyone can be on the same page again.  We really need to scrub this
schedule and it seems like we are back to square one with some of the details.


Thanks


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2009 9:54
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Jensen, Dane C
CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Thanks Kito.
I checked the Managers Schedule.  I noticed a few things that don't fit with our previous discussions of it.  Plus, I
have a few comments that have been discussed in the past.


1.  We want to see the predecessors column.


2.  We don't want to see the %complete column.


3.  Execute ETCA, Execute AOC, Execute CRUP, Final RMP, Execute FFA Amendment should all match the
Execute Deed date.


4.  I didn't check this yet: the draft finals of those key documents in item 3 above need to be ready for the CDR
package to the Governor and EPA.


New comments:


1. Please show the Draft ETCA to regulatory agencies date (recall how eager Bob Carr is to see the draft ETCA).


2. The schedule shows that the Draft CRUP was already sent to the BCT which is not true.


--Thomas.


P.s. Would you say that the entire schedule has been vetted through the City yet? I realize that they have seen
previous versions before, but is it your opinion that they agree with the timing and layout the key elements?


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 16:22
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC
PMO West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Lowman, Laurie L CIV SEA 04 04N
Subject: FW: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


 We need to take a final look at the managers schedule before I send it out to everyone.


I would like to send this out this week, so I will check with everyone again on Thursday to see if anyone has any
significant problems.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Santos, Greg [mailto:Greg.Santos@tetratech.com]
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Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 8:03
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Hall, Steve; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Melanie, please see attached.  It addresses the items I mentioned in the previous email below.  Please let me know if
you need any other changes.


Greg Santos | Project Controls Engineer
Direct: 619.471.3545 | Fax: 619.471.3572 greg.santos@tetratech.com


Tetra Tech EC | Project Controls
1230 Columbia Street Suite 750 | San Diego. CA 92101 | www.tteci.com


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.


-----Original Message-----
From: Santos, Greg
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 7:41 AM
To: 'Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW'
Cc: Hall, Steve; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


In reference to pages 3 and 6 regarding FSS for the buildings are for parcel B,  I removed all the report detail as
requested, but left the line items for field work (This condensed the Rad items quite a bit, but still leaves summary
groupings related to the field work).  During prior MGMT format review, field work was requested to be shown.


I will revise the schedule to do the following:


- Filter out field work under FSS sections (So ALL the FSS detailed tasks are not shown).


- included "execute deed" line for each parcel


- G RAD RACR to March 2010


Greg Santos | Project Controls Engineer
Direct: 619.471.3545 | Fax: 619.471.3572 greg.santos@tetratech.com


Tetra Tech EC | Project Controls
1230 Columbia Street Suite 750 | San Diego. CA 92101 | www.tteci.com


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
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Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 4:51 PM
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Santos, Greg
Cc: Hall, Steve; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


 One more thing, please include an "execute deed" line item for each of the parcels.


Thanks


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 16:37
To: 'Santos, Greg'
Cc: Hall, Steve; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Doesn't Page 3 and 6 still have all of the FSS for the buildings for Parcel B?   I did not look past these pages.


Also, did we send the CRUP out the BCT on 4/23/09?  If so, I never saw it.


Can somebody please call me tomorrow morning to explain why the B and G FOSLs are delayed by 4 months?  I
just asked my legal and real estate folks and they told me that they should not be related to rad documents. 
Remember, we FOSLed Building 103 already.  We are running out of time since I need to present this at 1pm
tomorrow.


Thanks, 


I will be in the office at 7am, so please call me at your earliest convenience.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Santos, Greg [mailto:Greg.Santos@tetratech.com]
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 14:55
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


Hi Melanie, I removed the Rad detail for the FSS reports and SUPRs.  Please let me know if there's anything else
you'd like to condense for the MGMT view.


Greg


-----Original Message-----
From: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW [mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil]
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 1:29 PM
To: Santos, Greg
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: RE: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


 Thanks Greg,



mailto:Greg.Santos@tetratech.com

mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil





I noticed that the managers schedule still had a many rad details.  Can you please remove all of those before I bring
this to the managers meeting tomorrow?  Thanks.


Attached is the summary schedule with the baseline dates.  The orange blocks show the delays.  I changed the parcel
G dates for the rad RACR.  The new dates was Jan 2010 and the old date was March 2010.  I changed it back to
March 2010.


Let me know if you disagree with anything.


Melanie


-----Original Message-----
From: Santos, Greg [mailto:Greg.Santos@tetratech.com]
Sent: Friday, June 05, 2009 12:58
To: Urizar, Lara L CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO West; Yantos, Christopher N CTR OASN (I&E), BRAC PMO
West; Jensen, Dane C CIV NAVFAC SW; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Kayaci, G Hamide CTR OASN
(I&E) BRAC PMO West; Koppel, Sarah A CIV NAVFAC SW
Cc: Hall, Steve
Subject: HPS Schedules By RPM (Rev 6/2)


All:


Attached is the latest schedule separated by RPM.  I'm having issues with the FTP site so have attached the files to
this email instead of posting on the FTP site.  I went to 11x17 due to the added baseline information.    Please review
and comment.  If you have any questions please let me know. 


I also understand that rpm responsibilites may have changed.  Please let me know of any org changes and I will
reflect in the schedule accordingly.


Greg Santos | Project Controls Engineer


Direct: 619.471.3545 | Fax: 619.471.3572


greg.santos@tetratech.com


Tetra Tech EC | Project Controls


1230 Columbia Street Suite 750 | San Diego. CA 92101 | www.tteci.com


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include confidential and/or inside information.
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.
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From: Mower, Tim
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV


OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC
PMO West; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN
(EI&E), BRAC PMO West; jeff.giangiuli@calibresys.com


Cc: Hall, Steve; Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com; Robert Ferry; Tom Berry
Subject: RE: TSRS chemical tables showing ROD COCs
Date: Friday, September 3, 2010 9:33:26 AM


Thanks very much; we'll incorporate.
V/r
Tim


-----Original Message-----
From: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West [mailto:douglas.gilkey@navy.mil]
Sent: Friday, September 03, 2010 10:23 AM
To: Mower, Tim; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West;
Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Liotta, Rita M
CIV WEST Counsel; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO
West; jeff.giangiuli@calibresys.com
Cc: Hall, Steve; Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com; Robert Ferry; Tom Berry
Subject: RE: TSRS chemical tables showing ROD COCs


Tim, please see attached for new TSRS language for 1.4.7.
R/
Doug


-----Original Message-----
From: Mower, Tim [mailto:Tim.Mower@tetratech.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 02, 2010 8:42
To: Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Callaway, Rex
CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST
Counsel; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West;
Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; 'jeff.giangiuli@calibresys.com'
Cc: Hall, Steve; 'Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com'; 'Robert Ferry'; 'Tom Berry'
Subject: TSRS chemical tables showing ROD COCs


Hello team,


Attached are the lists of chemicals for Parcels B and G (Tables 3a and 3b of the TSRS) with the chemicals
highlighted that have remediation goals in the RODs for these parcels.  You will find many fewer chemicals are
highlighted, especially for Parcel G (see the numbers below if you're interested in the details).  This information is
for the team's internal use and won't be part of the update to the TSRS.


Let me know if you have any questions.


V/r


Tim Mower



mailto:Tim.Mower@tetratech.com

mailto:douglas.gilkey@navy.mil

mailto:melanie.kito@navy.mil

mailto:keith.s.forman@navy.mil

mailto:keith.s.forman@navy.mil

mailto:rex.callaway@navy.mil

mailto:thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil

mailto:thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil

mailto:Rita.Liotta@navy.mil

mailto:john.cummins@navy.mil

mailto:elizabeth.larson@navy.mil

mailto:elizabeth.larson@navy.mil

mailto:jeff.giangiuli@calibresys.com

mailto:steve.hall@tetratech.com

mailto:Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com

mailto:rferry@ce2corp.com

mailto:berry@ce2corp.com

mailto:douglas.gilkey@navy.mil

mailto:Tim.Mower@tetratech.com





Parcel B


total number of chemicals


ROD COCs


soil


140


30


groundwater


105


26


Parcel G


total number of chemicals


ROD COCs


soil


104


5


groundwater


67


8


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside
information. Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this
message and then delete it from your system.


________________________________












From: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: Retrocession of Jurisdiction at HPS
Date: Monday, January 14, 2008 12:21:15 PM


Beth,


Some additional thoughts about retrocession related to a LIFOC.  Based upon a review of real estate summary /
jurisdiction maps and jurisdiction documents related to HPS, it appears that Parcel 49 and the related parking areas
straddle the boundary between partial legislative jurisdiction and the proprietarial areas.  It also appears that the
partial legislative jurisdiction area is exclusive for purposes of criminal law enforcement.  That is, while San
Francisco has jurisdiction for criminal law enforcement in the proprietarial areas, it has no jurisdiction in the partial
areas.  Consequently, if the Navy transfers the parking areas within the partial legislative jurisdiction area under a
LIFOC and without a retrocession of jurisdiction to concurrent, only federal police officers will be able to enforce
criminal laws in those parking areas.  In addition, even identifying which areas are subject to which laws could be a
problem, given that the boundary between partial and proprietarial appears to bisect the parking areas at an angle. 
This provides further support for a retrocession of jurisdiction to concurrent in the event of a LIFOC. 


In the interest of full disclosure, I have been an advocate for retrocession of jurisdiction at HPS for some time and
notwithstanding the possibility of a LIFOC.  Under a LIFOC, however, the arguments supporting  retrocession are
even more compelling. 


John
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From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kesler,


Kimberly SES OASN ( I&E ) BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Ault, Melanie A CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


Subject: HPS/49ers Stadium news clip 25MAR10
Date: Thursday, March 25, 2010 8:21:28 AM


2015 deadline for Niners' choice on Hunters Point
SF Chronicle
24 March, 2010


The San Francisco 49ers may already have gone to Silicon Valley by 2015. But if not, that looks like the cut-off date
for the team to say yes or no on the city's proposal to build a waterfront stadium as part of a redeveloped Hunters
Point shipyard.


The team is focusing its money and efforts on a June ballot measure in Santa Clara, where residents will vote on
whether to build a publicly subsidized stadium next to the team's practice facility. But San Francisco officials and
development partner Lennar Urban are forging ahead with plans to include -- up to a point -- a stadium as part of a
transformation of the city's southeast waterfront. The plan includes 10,500 homes, a "greentech" hub and retail built
up over 20 years


Michael Cohen, San Francisco's economic development chief, says the city is committed to keeping the Hunters
Point option available to the 49ers for "a reasonable period of time," which includes how long construction can
proceed without needing the land slated for the stadium.


"We think that's around the four- or five-year time frame," Cohen said as the Planning Commission prepares on
Thursday to start considering approvals for the bulk of the project.


San Francisco stadium backers question whether the team can get financing for a $937 million Santa Clara stadium
without selling a stake in the football club, even if voters there approve a plan that calls for a $114 million public
subsidy.


"They may very well have success with the voters, but that's when the heavy lifting really begins," said former team
President Carmen Policy, now a Lennar-funded consultant advising Mayor Gavin Newsom. "That's only the
beginning of the road of toil and drudgery."


Another hurdle is a lawsuit by Deborah Bress, who unsuccessfully ran for Santa Clara mayor in 1998. Bress sued
the city on March 12 over the June ballot language, saying it violates state election law and doesn't accurately
describe the stadium plan's cost.


Things could also scuttle San Francisco's plan, including environmental opposition to a proposed bridge over
Yosemite Slough that would be critical to game-day access.


The Niners' lease at Candlestick Park runs through the 2012 season, and the team has an option to renew for at least
five more years, taking it through 2017. Team officials say they hope to have a 68,500-seat stadium built in Santa
Clara by the start of the 2014 season. And if Santa Clara doesn't work out, team President Jed York told our
colleagues Matier & Ross in December that Oakland would be the fallback option.


Posted By: John Coté (Email) | March 24 2010 at 05:05 PM


To read this article on line, with included graphics, please go to:
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/blogs/cityinsider/detail?&entry_id=59843
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From: Tom Berry
To: Mower, Tim
Cc: Hall, Steve; "Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com"; Robert Ferry; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO


West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Liotta, Rita M CIV
WEST Counsel; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN
(EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; "jeff.giangiuli@calibresys.com"


Subject: RE: TSRS chemical tables showing ROD COCs
Date: Thursday, September 2, 2010 9:20:23 AM


Thanks for sending this out, Tim.


One little clarification: Tim’s e-mail didn’t mention that the final table (or at least the draft that is going to the City)
would not have the heading rows indicating groupings by “soil” and “groundwater”.  This table is to cover all
media: soil, groundwater and/or soil vapor. I wasn’t sure if everyone realized that, but it makes sense to do this.


Also, parcel-specific redundancies caused by this would be removed.  So for instance, Aluminum currently shows
up twice under Table 3a for Parcel B, once under “Soil” and once under “Groundwater”.  This would be
consolidated to just one, non-media specific listing of Aluminum for Parcel B.


Tim, please correct me if my understanding here is off.


Tom


PS.  I realize that many of these constituents are not volatile and wouldn’t be found in soil vapor, but by referring to
soil, groundwater and/or soil vapor (i.e. media) in the text, we’re covered regardless of where the stuff might be
found.


________________________________________________


Supporting Your Mission


Program/Project Management, Environmental Management, Business Software Solutions


Thomas R. Berry, CEG


Contracts Manager / Senior Project Manager


CE2 Corporation


4457 Willow Road


Suite 210
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Pleasanton, CA  94588


Cell: (925) 918-3532


Office: (925) 400-4589


Fax: (925) 463-7351


e-mail: berry@ce2corp.com


________________________________


From: Mower, Tim [mailto:Tim.Mower@tetratech.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 02, 2010 8:42 AM
To: 'Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW'; 'keith.s.forman@navy.mil'; 'Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW';
'thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil'; 'Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel'; 'Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW';
'douglas.gilkey@navy.mil'; 'elizabeth.larson@navy.mil'; 'jeff.giangiuli@calibresys.com'
Cc: Hall, Steve; 'Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com'; Robert Ferry; Tom Berry
Subject: TSRS chemical tables showing ROD COCs


Hello team,


Attached are the lists of chemicals for Parcels B and G (Tables 3a and 3b of the TSRS) with the chemicals
highlighted that have remediation goals in the RODs for these parcels.  You will find many fewer chemicals are
highlighted, especially for Parcel G (see the numbers below if you’re interested in the details).  This information is
for the team’s internal use and won’t be part of the update to the TSRS.


Let me know if you have any questions.


V/r


Tim Mower


Parcel B


total number of chemicals


ROD COCs


soil


140


30
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groundwater


105


26


Parcel G


total number of chemicals


ROD COCs


soil


104


5


groundwater


67


8


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside
information. Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this
message and then delete it from your system.


________________________________








From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Fuery, Vanessa C CTR OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO; Hill, John M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith


S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV
OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW;
Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Theroux, Debra M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West


Subject: HPS/49ers Stadium news clip 28JUL11
Date: Thursday, July 28, 2011 8:02:38 AM


49ers stadium in San Francisco still in play, say backers


By: Dan Schreiber
SF Examiner
07/28/11 4:00 AM


As a decade of peace came to pass this week in the NFL, new opportunities opened for financing new stadiums. Yet
the 49ers promptly announced that the team is still moving at full speed on its proposed new home in Santa Clara.


But proponents of keeping the team in its namesake city have their own basic message: "Don't forget about us."


A new stadium in San Francisco has long been part of the greater development plans to build 10,500 new homes on
the shuttered U.S. Navy base at the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard. But the 49ers' lease in the current Candlestick
Park runs out in 2014, and the team's stated goal is to be in Santa Clara by the start of the 2015 season.


Although both the 49ers and the Oakland Raiders say there are no solid plans for a shared stadium, the NFL has
been amenable to that in the recent past. At the New Meadowlands in New Jersey, a joint home for the New York
Jets and New York Giants was a required precursor to the NFL loan that made it possible.


Carmen Policy, a former 49ers president, is now a consultant for Lennar, the company looking to execute the
massive redevelopment. He said a new stadium in San Francisco would include a spectacular view of downtown, a
far cry from the banal scenery in the South Bay.


"It just makes more sense," Policy said, adding that all the planning hurdles for the site are addressed and the fans of
both Bay Area teams would be better served by a site farther north.


Along with a $100 million commitment from Lennar on construction, those so-called planning "entitlements" have
been the main selling point by proponents in San Francisco. But the site's downside has long been the difficulty fans
have getting to and from that isolated corner of The City. And if often-unpredictable Raiders owner Al Davis gulps
down some serious pride and eventually agrees to sharing a stadium in San Francisco, the site would get double the
games.


The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, anticipating the new Hunters Point population, is pursuing a
fix that could also address the slow state of egress on game days. Peter Albert, manager of urban planning
initiatives, said the SFMTA is close to securing a prestigious $120 million federal grant to better link the
southeastern corner of The City with rapid-transit buses and widen Harney Way, which connects with U.S. Highway
101.


Albert said the transportation plan will be pursued regardless of what the 49ers decide to do, which is not much in
San Francisco, based on what team President Jed York has been saying lately about a bright future down south.


"Jed made it very clear we are moving forward with our plan here in Santa Clara," said Steve Weakland, 49ers
spokesman. "Having a 10-year agreement in place will help create stability and move forward with financing plans."


To read this article on line, please go to:
 http://www.sfexaminer.com/local/2011/07/49ers-stadium-san-francisco-still-play-say-backers
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From: Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Carsillo, William R CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Cc: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: Retrocession of Jurisdiction
Date: Thursday, January 10, 2008 5:42:13 PM


Team,


We should consider whether retrocession of jurisdiction covering the "exclusive" portions of HPS is advisable.  At
this point, there are portions of HPS that can be policed by the City and Navy and there are portions that can only be
policed by the Navy.  That is, there are portions of the base on which the San Francisco Police Department has no
authority to make arrests.  This can be confusing and interfere with law enforcement efforts.  When Parcels D2 and
49 are conveyed, there could be an even more complicated hodgepodge of jurisdictions. This may become more of a
problem once the stadium is built and the base becomes a draw for people throughout the region.  For these reasons,
we may want to couple the transfer of Parcel 49 to a general retrocession of jurisdiction on the "exclusive" (partial)
areas of federal jurisdiction.
If so, the retrocession process could be incorporated into the HPS Early Transfer Schedule.


John
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From: Mower, Tim
To: Tom Berry
Cc: Hall, Steve; "Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com"; Robert Ferry; Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO


West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Liotta, Rita M CIV
WEST Counsel; Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW; Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW; Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN
(EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; "jeff.giangiuli@calibresys.com"


Subject: RE: TSRS chemical tables showing ROD COCs
Date: Thursday, September 2, 2010 9:26:26 AM


Yes, correct.  The TSRS will only refer to “media” in the text of the document and on Tables 3a and 3b (which will
become much shorter).


Tim


PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside
information. Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this
message and then delete it from your system.


________________________________


From: Tom Berry [mailto:berry@ce2corp.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 02, 2010 10:20 AM
To: Mower, Tim
Cc: Hall, Steve; 'Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com'; Robert Ferry; 'thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil'; 'Kito, Melanie R
CIV NAVFAC SW'; 'keith.s.forman@navy.mil'; 'Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel'; 'Callaway, Rex CIV
NAVFAC SW'; 'Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW'; 'douglas.gilkey@navy.mil'; 'elizabeth.larson@navy.mil';
'jeff.giangiuli@calibresys.com'
Subject: RE: TSRS chemical tables showing ROD COCs


Thanks for sending this out, Tim.


One little clarification: Tim’s e-mail didn’t mention that the final table (or at least the draft that is going to the City)
would not have the heading rows indicating groupings by “soil” and “groundwater”.  This table is to cover all
media: soil, groundwater and/or soil vapor. I wasn’t sure if everyone realized that, but it makes sense to do this.


Also, parcel-specific redundancies caused by this would be removed.  So for instance, Aluminum currently shows
up twice under Table 3a for Parcel B, once under “Soil” and once under “Groundwater”.  This would be
consolidated to just one, non-media specific listing of Aluminum for Parcel B.


Tim, please correct me if my understanding here is off.
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Tom


PS.  I realize that many of these constituents are not volatile and wouldn’t be found in soil vapor, but by referring to
soil, groundwater and/or soil vapor (i.e. media) in the text, we’re covered regardless of where the stuff might be
found.


________________________________________________


Supporting Your Mission


Program/Project Management, Environmental Management, Business Software Solutions


Thomas R. Berry, CEG


Contracts Manager / Senior Project Manager


CE2 Corporation


4457 Willow Road


Suite 210


Pleasanton, CA  94588


Cell: (925) 918-3532


Office: (925) 400-4589


Fax: (925) 463-7351


e-mail: berry@ce2corp.com


________________________________


From: Mower, Tim [mailto:Tim.Mower@tetratech.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 02, 2010 8:42 AM
To: 'Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW'; 'keith.s.forman@navy.mil'; 'Callaway, Rex CIV NAVFAC SW';
'thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil'; 'Liotta, Rita M CIV WEST Counsel'; 'Cummins, John M CIV NAVFAC SW';
'douglas.gilkey@navy.mil'; 'elizabeth.larson@navy.mil'; 'jeff.giangiuli@calibresys.com'
Cc: Hall, Steve; 'Leslie.Lundgren@CH2M.com'; Robert Ferry; Tom Berry
Subject: TSRS chemical tables showing ROD COCs


Hello team,


Attached are the lists of chemicals for Parcels B and G (Tables 3a and 3b of the TSRS) with the chemicals
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highlighted that have remediation goals in the RODs for these parcels.  You will find many fewer chemicals are
highlighted, especially for Parcel G (see the numbers below if you’re interested in the details).  This information is
for the team’s internal use and won’t be part of the update to the TSRS.


Let me know if you have any questions.


V/r


Tim Mower


Parcel B


total number of chemicals


ROD COCs


soil


140


30


groundwater


105


26


Parcel G


total number of chemicals


ROD COCs


soil


104


5


groundwater


67


8







PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside
information. Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this
message and then delete it from your system.


________________________________








From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: Fuery, Vanessa C CTR OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO; Hill, John M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith


S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV
OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW;
Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Theroux, Debra M CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West


Subject: HPS/49ers stadium redevelopment news clip 08JUN11
Date: Wednesday, June 8, 2011 3:52:55 PM


One year after vote, Santa Clara 49ers stadium far from easy score


By Mike Rosenberg


San Jose Mercury News
Posted: 06/08/2011 06:59:17 AM PDT
Updated: 06/08/2011 08:27:16 AM PDT


The stadium measure Santa Clara voters approved a year ago was supposed to seal the 49ers' move to the South
Bay, but like the franchise's attempt to return to greatness on the field, the journey since then has included its share
of fumbles.


In the past week, the team revealed the stadium price tag has jumped $50 million, to nearly $1 billion, while city and
49ers leaders now say they don't know exactly how much the team will pay to fund the project. Even bigger issues
have surfaced to threaten funding for the project -- chiefly the NFL lockout and the governor's plan to eliminate
redevelopment agencies -- raising serious questions that weren't there a year ago.


"There are a lot of balls in the air right now. If any of these balls are dropped, then the stadium is history, basically,"
said Stanford professor Roger Noll, a sports economics expert.


Niners officials, though, insist they'll raise the money to start construction in 18 months and open the 68,500-seat
"landmark of Silicon Valley" next to Great America in time for the 2015 pro football season -- a year later than
voters were told.


But just look at what's changed since June 8, 2010, when 58 percent of Santa Clara voters approved the stadium
measure. Santa Clara's city council received its own update Tuesday night.


1. NFL lockout leads to delays


Perhaps the biggest question mark is the NFL's three-months-and-counting lockout, which may halt the 2011 season
and has already delayed construction on the Niners' stadium by a year. The most recent plan called for the team and
league to pay for more than half the construction costs, but now officials won't have any idea how much the NFL
will chip in until the league and its players settle on a contract.


Additionally, league executives want the Niners and Raiders -- who also need a new stadium -- to explore sharing a
new home before the league gives out big bucks, like the $300 million the NFL gave the Giants and Jets to build a
stadium together in New Jersey.


But the Raiders have no plans to move to Santa Clara so far. And stadium experts noted the new contract could cut
deeply into owners' revenues, making them reluctant to give out hundreds of millions of dollars for a new stadium.


"A lot of the funding, I think, depends on whether they're playing games, and if they're not, there goes a big chunk
of the revenue stream," said Paul Staudohar, a professor emeritus of business administration at Cal State East Bay.
"This thing could be delayed if there is a lockout that cuts deeply into the NFL season."


49ers CFO Larry MacNeil said the league's contribution is essential but that the team doesn't believe the work
stoppage or the content of the collective bargaining agreement will affect the project anymore than it already has.
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2. Plan to pay for stadium cloudier


Team and city officials just scrapped the numbers included in the financing plan set in 2009, which called for the
city's Stadium Authority to raise $330 million by selling the rights to name the stadium and other sponsorships,
while the team and league pay $493 million. They won't say exactly how much each side will contribute until the
middle of next year -- citing ongoing negotiations -- although the 49ers will fund the 15 percent to 25 percent of
building costs meant specifically for the team, such as locker rooms and the franchise's hall of fame. The stadium
plan still relies on funds from the league, and from revenues raised by the Stadium Authority, but the city's general
fund budget can't be tapped for the project -- as voters were promised.


Santa Clara Mayor Jamie Matthews noted team officials scored "quite a coup" in hiring the renowned CAA Sports
agency in April to find a naming rights sponsor and that there's been "steady progress" in finding sponsors,
including the expected hiring of a concessionaire next month. The 49ers also hired Silicon Valley heavy hitter
Gideon Yu, a former executive at Yahoo, YouTube and Facebook, as chief strategy officer to work on the stadium
financing plan.


49ers' COO Paraag Marathe said the team has already spent $20 million for design work and building a preview
center in Santa Clara, where they are selling luxury suites, and have been pleased by the interest from corporations
as they gear up to raise the team's share of the money next year. The team has promised to spend another $20
million in the next 12 months.


But critics question why the plans have only become more vague as the groundbreaking nears.


"It's pretty disgraceful that at this late date, the 49ers are completely unprepared to tell us where their share is
coming from," said Bill Bailey, treasurer of opposition group Santa Clara Plays Fair. "And Santa Clara has yet to
file any sort of budget (for their share). That's a great disappointment."


3. Costs rise to near $1 billion


Late Friday, officials revealed the cost of the project has increased from $937 million to $987 million, which also
includes a parking garage next door and the relocation of a nearby utility substation. MacNeil said the increase is
due to more accurate projections and design changes for the stadium. It's unclear who will pay for the extra costs.


MacNeil noted they won't know the actual cost until they receive contractors' estimates next year, but they're not
worried about the price tag soaring even higher.


"It's going to be what it's going to be," MacNeil said.


4. A city funding source jeopardized


The stadium measure requires the city's Redevelopment Agency to spend up to $41.6 million to fund the project.
But now Gov. Jerry Brown's budget proposal to kill the agencies across the state throws that funding into question.
Who would be on the hook for the loss isn't clear: City leaders say the team would be responsible for making up the
difference, but the team said it is relying on those funds to come from the city.


"It would be a bump in the road, but it wouldn't derail us from moving forward," Matthews said about the governor's
plan, which the Legislature has yet to endorse.


The City Council already gave $4 million to the 49ers and has about $2.7 million in redevelopment bond revenues
dedicated to spend on the project. It has taken actions it hopes will lock up the project as an irreversible, debt-
servicing obligation, making it impossible for the state to stop. But Brown has said his administration will look at
challenging all projects that cities have tried to sneak in since the governor announced his plan.


Despite the hurdles, both team and city leaders say they're on target. "We're well on the way to meeting our
deadlines, we'll be playing football there in 2015," Matthews said. "The progress has been steady. It's a complex and
large project and I'm very proud of what we've gotten done."







To read this article on line, with reader comments, and view a chart with cost comparisons, please go to:
http://www.mercurynews.com/southbayfootball/ci_18226291
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From: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: Michael"s meeting with Governor"s staff
Date: Monday, June 2, 2008 3:27:44 PM
Importance: High


TLM:


  Here's the message we want conveyed to the Governor's staff on Parcel B:


   -- NRC has already indicated that handling the remedy/cleanup on parcel B through  CERCLA is appropriate
   -- Navy has a containment remedy that is more protective and involves more monitoring than the NUREGs call for
   -- CDPH's comments on the Parcel B Proposed Plan are do NOT take into account the first two bullets;
furthermore, their comments do not consider the CERCLA remedy
   -- LUCs and other details have their place in CERCLA:  the LUC/RD, the RD/RA, and in the case of HPS, the
RMP.
   -- Nowhere in CDPH comments do they convey the idea of joining the Navy/DTSC covenant that we presumed
would be the cornerstone of their ability to ensure
the remedy is protective in the future
   -- Navy plans to move 'full speed ahead" with the Proposed Plan after delaying it for 5 weeks (waiting for CDPH
comments!)


  That should be all for now.


  KF


-----Original Message-----
From: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Monday, June 02, 2008 14:56
To: Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: FW: Michael's meeting with Governor's staff


 Keith, Melanie:


Looks like our genius boss forget to send this to you!
Please let me know what's up asap.  We need to respond this afternoon or first thing tomorrow morn at the latest.
Tx, TLM.


-----Original Message-----
From: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Sent: Friday, May 30, 2008 15:57
To: Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: FW: Michael's meeting with Governor's staff


 Keith, Melanie:
Please coordinate with Thomas so he sees what we plan to say and can report at the staff meeting.
R/
Doug


Douglas Gilkey, AICP
Base Closure Manager
Hunters Point - Treasure Island - Barbers Point BRAC PMO West, 1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900 San Diego, CA
92108-4310
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619-532-0949 Phone
619-532-0983 Fax
douglas.gilkey@navy.mil


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2008 12:29
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: Michael's meeting with Governor's staff


Hi Doug, Keith and Melanie:


Michael Cohen is planning to meet with the Governor's Deputy Chief of Staff for Health and Human Services and
hopefully also the DCS for Environmental Issues next Thursday, June 5.


The majority of what they will be talking about is the big picture Candlestick and HPS development plans and State
Park Issues etc. - Issues not directly related to HPS cleanup.


However, they will also take the opportunity to push on the restricted release issues that DTSC tried (and thought
they had resolved) when Cal/EPA met with probably these same Deputy Chief of Staff.


Can you send me the two or three bullet summary of the message that you think he should emphasize given CDPH's
comments on Parcel B Proposed Plan?
if you could get to me no later than Tuesday morning that would be great.


If there are any other issues that the Governor's office could help with - list those too.


A secondary issue that I'll remind him to mention is the need for a Governor's office 30 day review of the CDR
package when those packages are submitted in fall 2009 (Parcel 49) and early 2010 (Parcel B)


call me 925-876-0453 if easier.


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 910
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3964
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
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From: Votaw, Jill CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Kesler,


Kimberly SES OASN ( I&E ) BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Ault, Melanie A CIV
OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW; Neishi, Susan M CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West;
Macchiarella, Thomas L CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Willrich, Vanessa C CTR OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO


Subject: HSP/49ers Stadium news clip 03Jun09
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2009 8:33:50 AM


Santa Clara meeting drags late into the nightAdvertisement
Tuesday, June 02, 2009
ABC 7 TV news (KGO)


Lisa Amin
SANTA CLARA, CA (KGO) -- A crucial vote was expected Tuesday night on the future of the proposed 49ers
stadium in Santa Clara. Many want it built there and many don't. On Tuesday, there was a surprising snag.


At around 11 p.m. Tuesday night the public comment period was only half way over, but the bottom line was Santa
Clara residents were not taking the issue lightly.


There is no misunderstanding which side of the stadium issue the residents in the meeting were on.
"We don't understand why we need to subsidize this stadium with $114 million of city money," said Erlinda Estrada,
from Santa Clara Plays Fair.


"I think it's a great idea," said resident Steve Gifford.


According to the term sheet, the city would contribute one $114 million to the project. $42 million in city
redevelopment money, $17 million already ear marked for a parking garage, $20 million to move an electrical
substation near the site, and $35 million from a new hotel tax.


The 49ers and the NFL would make up the remaining $800 million.


"It guarantees no impact to the general fund. It guarantees no new taxes. It guarantees that the cost over runs are
born by the team," said Santa Clara Mayor Patricia Mahan.


The city's mayor is calling this a good deal and so are the 49ers.


"Right now Santa Clara is the absolute best option. We think this is a terrific place to move forward with our plans,"
said 49er spokesperson Lisa Lang.


But Cedar Fair, the corporation that owns Great America, at least at this point does not. Attorneys sent a letter to
council members Tuesday asking they not vote on the term sheet. The amusement park fears it'll lose revenue if the
stadium moves in. And even though the stadium is expected to create 1,500 new jobs, opponents still say, it's not
enough.


"Maybe 1,000 part time workers. That is not what I want for my city. I want my city to be full of those who want to
live here longer and put their roots down here," said Santa Clara resident Adila Saadat.


The council was expected to take a vote on Tuesday night, but if the term sheet does pass, city staff will be ordered
to start working on a ballot measure for the 2010 election.


Related links:
Stadium Term Sheet
San Francisco 49ers Proposal for a Football Stadium in the City of Santa Clara


To read this article on line, and read realted links, please go to:
http://abclocal.go.com/kgo/story?section=news/sports/pro/football&id=6843753
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From: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
To: "Amy Brownell"
Subject: RE: Parcel G ROS for review
Date: Wednesday, May 11, 2011 1:15:00 PM


Amy,


I talked with Melanie and Keith and was told that they are okay with the offsets for Parcel G.  They do have a
problem with lines 5 and 6 for the Parcel B parcel.  These lines should be offset the same distance from the
submarine piers as lines 7 and 8.  The areas near the submarine piers are rad impacted and we have not yet cleared
them.


Thanks, Beth


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2011 12:29
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Cc: Andrea Bruss; Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West; Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: RE: Parcel G ROS for review


Hi Beth:


friendly reminder - I'm waiting on your confirmation that Melanie and Keith
have reviewed and agree with the building offsets and other issues.
Once you confirm, I'll get DPW to make the necessary changes.


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


                                                                          
             Amy                                                          
             Brownell/DPH/SFGO                                            
             V                                                          To
                                       "Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN      
             04/21/2011 08:52          (EI&E), BRAC PMO West"             
             AM                        <elizabeth.larson@navy.mil>        
                                                                        cc
                                       "Forman, Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E),  
                                       BRAC PMO West"                     
                                       <keith.s.forman@navy.mil>, "Kito,  
                                       Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW"           
                                       <melanie.kito@navy.mil>, Andrea    
                                       Bruss/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV            
                                                                   Subject
                                       RE: Parcel G ROS for review        
                                       (Document link: Amy Brownell)      
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Beth


as to the first comment about location of Parcel G
you reviewers assumption about it being the northerly parcel is incorrect.
Parcel G is the southerly Parcel.  There were two sheets that were sent.
On the second sheet - Parcel G fills the page
the northerly parcel is labelled as ROS 5431 (which is Parcel D-2)
this new survey is ROS 6337


Before I send back to DPW for further review and changes (which we agree
are needed) - can you confirm that Melanie or Keith or someone from
environmental has reviewed?  There are some important offsets from
buildings and other features that were agreed to by all the environmental
team who accompanied the survey crew in field.  We think they have
correctly plotted the parcel based on that site walk but want to make sure
the environmental team agrees


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org


                                                                          
             "Larson,                                                     
             Elizabeth A CIV                                              
             OASN (EI&E), BRAC                                          To
             PMO West"                 "Amy Brownell"                     
             <elizabeth.larson         <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>           
             @navy.mil>                                                 cc
                                       "Kito, Melanie R CIV NAVFAC SW"    
             04/19/2011 08:29          <melanie.kito@navy.mil>, "Forman,  
             AM                        Keith S CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO  
                                       West" <keith.s.forman@navy.mil>    
                                                                   Subject
                                       RE: Parcel G ROS for review        
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          
                                                                          







Amy,


Our cadastral did a quick look at the map, and had the following
original comments...


-The map is missing bearings and distances. I am assuming parcel G is
the northerly parcel on the map the lines are darker than the southerly
parcel, there is nothing on the map denoting parcel G.


-Needs a tie to an existing base boundary or ROS, needs coordinates, no
found or set monuments on the map.


-There are street names through the legend, north arrow and ROS title
block.


-The map should have an inset showing the relationship of the parcel to
the base, if most people looked at the parcel they would not have a clue
where this parcel is located.


Please have your folks fix the map prior to further Navy review, we
should not be doing their QC.


Thanks, Beth


-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Brownell [mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org]
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2011 14:55
To: Larson, Elizabeth A CIV OASN (EI&E), BRAC PMO West
Subject: Fw: Parcel G ROS for review


making sure you received this


let me know if any questions


Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 04/15/2011 02:55 PM -----


             Amy


             Brownell/DPH/SFGO


             V
To
                                       beth Larson, melanie kito, keith


             04/05/2011 12:52          forman


             PM



mailto:Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org





cc
                                       Andrea Bruss/MAYOR/SFGOV@SFGOV


Subject
                                       Fw: Parcel G ROS for review


Hi Beth, Melanie and Keith:


Can you please review the attached Parcel G Record of Survey with the
appropriate Navy personnel.


Can you send us your comments by Friday, April 22?


let me know if you have any questions.


thanks,
Amy Brownell, P.E.
San Francisco Health Department
1390 Market St., Suite 410
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-252-3967
fax 415-252-3889
amy.brownell@sfdph.org
----- Forwarded by Amy Brownell/DPH/SFGOV on 04/05/2011 12:44 PM -----


             "Lopes, Marilyn"


             <Marilyn.Lopes@sf


             dpw.org>
To
                                       "Bruss, Andrea"


             03/10/2011 02:39          <Andrea.Bruss@sfgov.org>,


             PM                        "Brownell, Amy"


                                       <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>







cc
                                       "Hanley, Robert"


                                       <Robert.Hanley@sfdpw.org>,
"Storrs,
                                       Bruce" <Bruce.Storrs@sfdpw.org>


Subject
                                       Parcel G ROS for review


Good Afternoon,
Attached please find the draft version of the Parcel G Record of Survey.
Notes have been added to aid in your review (they will be removed upon
final submittal).
Please review and let us know your comments.
Thank you very much.


Marilyn Lopes, PLS
Chief Surveyor
City and County of San Francisco
Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping
875 Stevenson St., Room 410
(415) 554-5901 (direct)
(415) 554-5324 (fax)
 (See attached file: ROS 6337 Parcel G-SHEET 1 (18 X 26).pdf)(See
attached
file: ROS 6337 Parcel G-SHEET 2 (18 X 26).pdf)








From: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
To: Arny, Wayne CIV ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC, OASN(I&E); Steindl, David F CAPT OASN (I&E)
Cc: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: Fw: 49ERS
Date: Monday, April 23, 2007 1:47:59 PM


Santa Clara still first choice for 49ers.


-----Original Message-----
From: Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
To: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
CC: Gilkey, Douglas E CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West; Ault, Melanie A  CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Sent: Mon Apr 23 12:35:28 2007
Subject: FW: 49ERS


Here's the latest article from today on the SF 49ers location.  It says, "Let's be clear, the city of Santa Clara is and
remains the 49ers' primary focus," 49ers spokesman Pete Hillan said Friday, but he added that "the 49ers will
continue to work with the city of San Francisco as they move forward on plans for the Hunters Point area."  


S.F. staying in game to keep 49ers
BUT SITE IN SANTA CLARA REMAINS `PRIMARY FOCUS,' TEAM SAYS By Mike Swift and Julie Patel
Mercury News Article Launched: 04/23/2007 01:30:11 AM PDT


Click photo to enlarge
An artist's rendering shows a proposed stadium plaza at Hunters Point in San Francisco. «1» Special Report Football
in the South Bay


Related Stories
Apr 23:
NFL draft With the 11th pick...49ers: What they need, why then need it and who can fill it 49ers target receiver,
defensive upgrade In a city where politicians are often as unified as a bag of cats, Aaron Peskin thought just a few
months ago that plans to rebuild San Francisco's southeast bayfront around a new 49ers stadium were pretty much
dead.


Not anymore.


"It is remarkable," Peskin, president of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, said of the momentum for plans to
rebuild Hunters Point and Candlestick Point into the waterfront neighborhood for thousands of homes, several
hundred acres of bayfront parkland - and a 49ers stadium. "There's always controversy, but I think the city family is
pretty darned much on the same page."


San Francisco's show of unity about bringing the 49ers to Hunters Point comes at a pivotal moment for the team's
stadium bid in Santa Clara. The 49ers on Tuesday will show the public the first significant details on how they
would finance a $950 million stadium near the Great America theme park, and how much they would ask the city of
Santa Clara to contribute.


Courting Santa Clara


Halfway through what is supposed to be a six-month courtship between Santa Clara and the storied NFL franchise,
the team says Santa Clara remains the "primary focus." But even as the team last week redoubled its direct appeals
to Santa Clarans - distributing a glossy flier that touted the team's civic and economic benefits and inviting residents
to upcoming "neighborhood chats" about the stadium - there's no clear indication yet that the 49ers and the city are
headed for the altar.
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City staff members are wary about a suggestion to tap the Santa Clara electric utility's reserve funds to help finance
the stadium. No Santa Clara political leader has emerged as an unequivocal stadium champion. For many residents,
information trickling out about the stadium and the city's possible financial role is only raising questions, including
why the city should spend money on the stadium instead of other programs and services. Meanwhile, San Francisco
is working to keep the 49ers after the team scuttled plans for a stadium at Candlestick Point last fall following a
decade of delays.


"Let's be clear, the city of Santa Clara is and remains the 49ers' primary focus," 49ers spokesman Pete Hillan said
Friday, but he added that "the 49ers will continue to work with the city of San Francisco as they move forward on
plans for the Hunters Point area."


The 49ers refused to discuss the details of Tuesday's presentation, but the team has told Santa Clara leaders that the
proposal will include the cost of building and operating the stadium, stadium revenues, information about game-day
transportation and a general update on the team's research so far. The team is


expected to ask Santa Clara to contribute about $180 million.
The city will have to determine the source of that contribution, team officials say, but the 49ers are expected to offer
about 10 possibilities in May.


In recent weeks, Santa Clara stadium opponents have become increasingly vocal. Certain funding scenarios, such as
tapping the city's utility reserves, would almost certainly require voter approval, and even if they don't, residents -
who have been writing letters to the editor and attending meetings on the issue by the dozens - may start a ballot
initiative. Time is short if the city council wants to place a resolution on the November ballot: the deadline is Aug.
10 to file a question with Santa Clara County.


Vice Mayor Will Kennedy said that in his two years on the council, "this has generated the most opinions one way
or the other."


"That leads me to think it may be something that ultimately goes to the voters," he said.


Voters play big role


So public opinion is critical. The 49ers polled Santa Clarans in late March in the wake of City Manager Jennifer
Sparacino's memo predicting electricity rate increases of up to 13 percent if the utility reserve was tapped, but the
team won't release the results.


During the past few months, the 49ers have reached out to dozens of community leaders and groups to gauge local
opinions. The latest flier, distributed to about 85 percent of city households so far, features photos of quarterback
Alex Smith and veteran defensive end Bryant Young with his arm around a group of kids, under details of the 49ers'
community work and donations by the 49ers Foundation. Residents who call a telephone number on the flier can
receive stadium literature in the mail or sign up for Internet chats about the stadium issue.


Meanwhile, on the team's second stadium front, the 49ers have toned down their public rhetoric about the former
Hunters Point Naval Shipyard.


Covering the bases


Out are references to radioactive Superfund sites and "political gamesmanship" by San Francisco Mayor Gavin
Newsom. In are salving words about San Francisco's progress at Hunters Point.


Sources close to talks in San Francisco say the team has gone from criticizing Hunters Point to sincerely looking for
solutions to its significant problems with pollution and access.


Newsom and Peskin said the city would begin an environmental impact study by June, a state-mandated review that
could take as long as two years and would be required in Santa Clara as well. Navy officials say the cleanup can be
complete in time to begin stadium construction in 2009, but the contamination remains a source of uncertainty for
the 49ers.







For Newsom and Peskin, the beauty of the combined Hunters Point-Candlestick Point effort is that it is foremost a
means to transform the city's economically depressed Bayview and Hunters Point neighborhoods, not just a scheme
to inflate a rich NFL owner's franchise value by several hundred million dollars.


"We are fulfilling promises made to the community over the past two decades," Newsom said last week. "I don't
think anybody in Bayview-Hunters Point thinks that fulfilling the promises that were made a generation ago is
moving too quickly."


Some critics point out that the city is also enriching a powerful corporation - Lennar Corp. - by granting sole
development rights to Candlestick Point.


One of those, Supervisor Jake McGoldrick, said the plan may be a political ploy by Newsom, an "illusion" to
obscure the failure of the city's bid for the 2016 Olympics and the potential loss of the 49ers - especially with the
San Francisco mayoral election coming in November.


"They're rushing too much, to cover their political bases," McGoldrick said. "You know, it's an election year. It
could lead to bad policy."


-----Original Message-----
From: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Sent: Friday, April 20, 2007 17:15
To: Steindl, David F CAPT OASN (I&E); Manning, Cameron A CAPT OASN (I&E)
Cc: Arny, Wayne CIV ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC, OASN(I&E); Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO; Duchnak, Laura S CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO West
Subject: RE: 49ERS


Our understanding is that the 49ers intend to go to Santa Clara, however the City of San Francisco believes that will
not happen.  Unfortunately, the City is somewhat biased...  We'll see what we can find on Monday.  Have a good
weekend!  kk


-----Original Message-----
From: Steindl, David F CAPT OASN (I&E)
Sent: Friday, April 20, 2007 5:08 PM
To: Manning, Cameron A CAPT OASN (I&E); Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Cc: Arny, Wayne CIV ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC, OASN(I&E); Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO
Subject: RE: 49ERS


CANX info memo to SECNAV.  Mr Arny said memo was just to ASN.  Pls do continue with Mr Penn's request on
latest state of play with 49ers.
V/r,
Dave


-----Original Message-----
From: Manning, Cameron A CAPT OASN (I&E)
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2007 11:20
To: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Cc: Arny, Wayne CIV ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC, OASN(I&E); Steindl, David F CAPT OASN
(I&E); Ault, Melanie A CIV OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO
Subject: RE: 49ERS


 CAPT Steindl indicated he'd like a more extensive info paper for our proposed letter than what's attached.  It would
seem to make sense to also include info for his request below in the same paper.  Request your office provide the
final product. THKS CAM







-----Original Message-----
From: Steindl, David F CAPT OASN (I&E)
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2007 6:59
To: Manning, Cameron A CAPT OASN (I&E)
Cc: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Arny, Wayne CIV ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC,
OASN(I&E)
Subject: RE: 49ERS


Just state of play for what their primary choice of stadium sites is and any recent developments


-----Original Message-----
From: Manning, Cameron A CAPT OASN (I&E)
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2007 6:54
To: Steindl, David F CAPT OASN (I&E)
Cc: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Arny, Wayne CIV ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC,
OASN(I&E)
Subject: RE: 49ERS


Are you looking for something more recent than the attached - I provided a paper copy and info memo yesterday
morning. R/CAM


Cameron A. Manning, PE
CAPT, CEC, USN
Director for Construction/ DASN IF EA
Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Installations and Environment) PH (703) 693-0660


-----Original Message-----
From: Steindl, David F CAPT OASN (I&E)
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2007 6:39
To: Arny, Wayne CIV ASSTSECNAV IE WASHINGTON DC, OASN(I&E)
Cc: Kesler, Kimberly SES OASN (I&E) BRAC PMO; Manning, Cameron A CAPT OASN (I&E)
Subject: 49ERS


Mr Arny,
     Mr Penn wanted to get the latest state of play on 49ers and Hunter's Point.
Thanks and V/r,
Dave







